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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODIJCT ION TO THE STUDY 
THE THEME 
The superintendency of schools is one of the :nost i'Tiportant positions in 
Amer.Icnn 6oci.ety t<Xfoy. The school superintendent has the power to influence 
And slv;pe pu!:>lic educl'ltion so that our schools, teachers, students, and 
c01~,,~unities tire in tune with the ti·:les. His r0le i.e 14 i fftcult and conplex. 
He rrust deoonstrate expert f se in budge.ts, finance, bond issues, transportation, 
ptJblic relations, negotiations, and, most importantly, he must serve as the 
i nstructiona 1 leader because under his leadership the physical 1 psychologica 1, 
social, vocation:1l 1 «nd educational needs of the students are met. As the 
instructional leader, the superintendent must deline~~e educational goJls; 
he 'nust develop acquaintance with classroom activities; he must ~,stablish 
proper roles in curriculum study and innovation. 
However, Hnyone who trucks the daily activities of the superintendent 
cannot help wondering when he has ti'Tle left for instructional planning end 
curriculRr innovation. Equally pressing are the time demands for control ling 
the school district organization. Urgent needs for solving operating crises 
dre ever present. 
Only after the needs of operating and controlling the school district 
organization are 11et is there any time Rv.itllable for planning for the future. 
Yet, it is precisely in the educat lonal program planning area that there is 
1 
2 
bst itute or delegate who can replace the superintendent. In this area no su 
not only hid decisions but his leadership are critical. 
It is to the role of the school superintendent as the curricular 
innovator that this study addresses itself. The current literature speaks of 
the superintendent as an educator n lthough he wears the "hats" of executor of 
funds, public relations agent of the school district, transportation expert, 
specialist in the area of referenda, negotiator, plus a host of other duties 
that explicitly call for a business background and the ability to function in 
a manner :nore closely aligned to business than to education. 
Fensch and Wilson contend that the improvement of instruction is the 
primary responsibility of the superintendent of schools . 1 Clabaugh holds that 
the A~ericAn people cling to the concept that the school superintendent is an 
educator. ClAbaugh further st~tes that the superintendent sees hi~self not 3S 
a government functionary hut P!"l the instruction<1l leader of his school 
district. If the superintendent i '~ to fulfill bis role as it has been con-
ceived in American educational tradition. he must be directly and significantly 
2 
involved in instructional le~dersbip. 
Clabaugh identifies the functions to be performed by the superintendent 
as requirements for fulfilling the instructional leadership role: 
1Edwi.n A. Fensch, and Robert E. Wilson, The Superintendency Team 
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, In~ cl964), pp. 135-136. 
2Ralph E. Clabaugh, School Superintendent's Guide: Principles and 
Practices for Effective Administration (New York: P<nker Publishing Company, 
Inc., c1%6), p. 7~. 
1. The superintendent must lead in the attempt to set forth what 
the schools are trying to accomplish, namely, to provide the 
best instructions 1 progra'1'ls which would meet the needs of a 11 
pupils. 
2. Essential to the superintendent's instructional leadershi.p is his 
first-hand acquaintance with classroom activities. 
3. The superintendent should insulate instructional programs against 
and protect them from unrelated projects, <ictivities, and need less 
interruptions which would have a tendency to over-ride the major 
function of a school district, namely to provide the best education 
to the youth of the com:nuni.ty. 
4. The school superintendent must exert leadership for the orderly 
i nlt i atlon, adrninistr.<:1tion 1 and evaluation of innovations, 
experimentation, and research in instruction. 
5. The superintendent should not confuse instructional le~dership wt.th 
supervision or the evalURtlon of teaching perfor11ance. 
Time constr;iints and the multiplidty of issues which confront the 
superintendent may dampen his perfor-nance in adequately neeting the above 
requirements for instructional leadership. Therefore, the superintendent's 
perceptions of his role as instructional leaders should be determined; these 
perceptions affect his :'lttitude ::ind job performance. 
It is equally i•nport"lnt to determine the school board president's 
expectations as to the role of the superintendent as an instruct i ona 1 leader. 
The hoard president occupies a position of authority. 4 The school bc:nrd 
president's expett1tions have ri positive correlation to the superintendent's 
3 Ibtd., pp. 71-95. 
4Jack Davit.s~n. Effective School Board Meetings (West Nyack, New York: 
Parker Publishing Co .. 1pany, 1970), p. 32. 
hehavior as an i nnmntor in the area of curl."1cular innovation. 5 
The superintendent exercises the power of ideas to plan, program, ~nd 
implement instructional offerings which are accepted and are met with approval 
hy the school board. the staff, the parents, nnd co:-:riunity. Burbank notes 
that 118 the Advisor ·ind executive to the school board to.fay, the superinten-
dent is likely to ftnd that the school board ls quite different froo fifteen 
years ago. Better educated and rr.ore articulllte, the citizens who are 
responsible for the educational process do not accept curricular propos~ls or 
:iny other po Hey propose 1 without Botmd has is, The superintendent's 11dv!ce 
must he supported hy solid justificntion. The superintendent ':lust be an 
educilti.ona 1 stntesrn1-in cnpa 1; le of putti. ng together soundly hased rec0<,r•endat ions 
He must deflne the rec0'.'r1endations in a vigorous fnshion under the questioning 
, . 6 
of hiH schoo 1 noard. 
The self-perceived role of the superintendent as a curricu1'H' innovator 
and the school ho;ird presider1t 's 1.· . i:pectations of that role play n "1ost vital 
pilrt in the lob perfor-n1Jnce of the school superintendent and his relationship 
wi.th the president of the school board. Aa was menti.oned prev:i ously, the 
superintendent of schools has the power to shape and influence educe.tlon; the 
efftc.acy .«nd degree to which he shapes nnd influences it wi 1 l be determined in 
5 rhid. 
6 Natt B. Burbank, !E.! Superintendent of Schools: His Headaches and 
Rewards (Danville, Illinois: The Interstate Printer~ nnd Publishers, Inc., 
cl%B), p. 34. 
5 
part by hiS perceptions of his role as an instructional leader as well as hy 
the expectations of hf.s role by the board president. 
The Concept of Role Defined 
Role is the term used to refer to expectations or standards applied to 
- 7 
the behavior of incumbents of a position. As is carnnonly recognized, one of 
the reasons a given individual behaves differently in different social contexts 
is his awareness that the expectations of the time and place require it: a mnn 
typically does not ,act in one and the same manner at a stag party, a concert, 
and a funeral. His behavior varies in large part because he defines each of 
the socia 1 situations md conduct appropriate in them differently. If the 
focus is shifted from th;:, number of positions a singl1111 indivldual may occupy 
to a single position that a number of individuals may occupy, the concept of 
role also may be used in accounting for differences in behavior in a set of 
people. Individuals who occupy the same position may entertain varying 
expectnt i.ons of what constitutes appropri.:.ite behavior in it. A number of 
governors may hold dissimilar expectations about their rights, and obligations 
as to their legislatures; teachers 'ltay hold diverse conceptions of their 
responsibilities to their students. School superintendents :nay also define 
their role differently in regard to the weight they assign various functions. 
Tl f B 1eir expect3tions may enter into their per ormance as leaders. 
7Neal Gross, Ward S. Mason, and Alexander W. McEachern, Explorations in 
!2.!!. Analysis: Studies of the School Superinten~ency Role (New York: John 
Wiley and Sons, 1958), p. 60. 
8 Neal Gross, and Robert E. Herriott, Staff ~rship }n Public ~~ 
!::..Sociological Inquiry (New York: John Wiley and Sons. Inc., c1965), 91-92. 
6 
The concept of role also points to the importance of discovering how a 
superintendent's job i• defined by those in his role network. These are 
individual• who are the source of the rewards and sanctions to which the 
superintendent is exposed and who, in consequence, may influence bis behavior. 
Thus, in addition to the superintendent's own perception of his role, the 
9 
expectation• by members of his role network must be taken into account. 
The concept of role leads to scrutiny of the implications of the idea 
that role expectations typically are learned. Those who aspire to positions 
requiring specialized training at higher institution• of learning--such as 
superintendents, lawyers, or doctors--undergo formal socialization or learning 
of their role before they are certified to practice. A~er assgning their 
positions they are usually affiliated with occupational associations that 
while not directly involved in their reaular work, provide reference points for 
their behavior. The standards of these groups are likely to influence their 
performance in their roles. 10 
An influential role theory in education is associated with the work of 
Getzels and Guba. According to their theory, social ayaterna which carry out 
specialized function• in society consist of two distinct but interactive 
dimension• of human activity--the nomothetic and idiograpbic dimenaions. 11 
9aroaa and Herriott, 
lOThU. 
.o~p •• _....c.tt_., p. 92. 
11J. w. Getzele, and E. G. Guba, "Social Behavior and the Administrative 
Procesa," School aeviev. I.XV (Winter, 1957), pp. 423-41. 
7 
The nomothetic dimension baa three principal aspects arranaed in order of 
increasing generality: 
1. Role expectations which specify the normative rights and duties 
associated with status, or position, and which taken together 
define role. 
2. Roles are canplementary--eacb deriving its meaning from other 
related roles. 
3. Taken together, roles comprise the moat important units of an 
institution.12 
The nomothetic dimension describes those aspects of social relationships 
vJ:iich are oriented exclusively to goal attainment by the social system. 
The idiographic dimension describes those aspects of human activity 
which are oriented exclusively to fulfillment of personal needs or expression 
of personal characteristics. Like the nomothetic dimension, the idiographic 
dimension has three aspects, also arranged in order of increasing generality: 
1. Need dispositions which specify tendencies to act in certain ways. 
2. Need dispositions, taken together define personality. 
3. Personality represents a unique mode of reaction to the enviro"'f§nt 
and constitutes the relevant characteristics of the individual. 
The nomothetic and idiographic dimensions jointly govern observed 
12 Handbook of Reeearch !?.!'! Teachina: ~Project of the American 
Educational Research Association. ed. by N. L. Gage {Chicago: Rand Mclfally 
tind Cooipany, cl963), p. 786. 
13 ~., p. 789. 
8 
behavior within the social system. 
Roth role expectations and need dispositions have the quality of 
demand, the one derived from the sanctions of legitimate authority 
within the institution and the other associated with tension reduction 
within the individual. Behavior is a product of the two sets of 
demand, varying in mtigniiude from one role to another and from one 
persona lL t y to another. 1 
The empirics 1 operation in role analysis usually entails the comparison 
of two sets of data with reference to a single issue--data fr0'1I two sets of 
reepondents or two sets of data from the same respondents. The comparison 
gives rise to a measure describing the amount of agreement or disagreement. 
so,ne investigations conducted in the name of role ans lysis end at the point 
where the measure of agreement level or of conflict is derived, without 
~ttempting to reldte it to other variables. It is difficult to make a clear 
distinction between role studies and other forms of investigation in the 
educational literature. Educational researchers have in the past surveyed the 
opinions held on an issue by two or more categories of respondents and have 
compared distributions of responses obtained. 
A comparison of responses from two groups of administrator• is 
illustrated by the Bowman Study (1955) where Oregon superintendents nnd 
principals were esked the same questions regarding personnel administration 
practices that had been asked of classroom teachers in other parts of the 
nation in two other surveys five and ten years previously. The study was an 
ite~1 ''comparison of teachers' and administrators' opinions" on personnel 
administration practices. This kind of study could become a role study if the 
14Handbook of Research.!'.:!.!!. Teaching, !?!· £!!·, p. 789. 
9 
investigator wished to label it as such. While role studies presumably are 
limited to the particular issue of expectations held of a status occupant, the 
concept turns out to be 10 broad that, at the operational level, opinions 
regarding the personnel practices which should be employed in schools are 
indistinguishable from expectations that school officers should employ with 
regard to these practices. 15 
In summary, the concept of role represents the uniformities observable in 
hl.Jl\an behavior which are specific to situations. The manner in which a super-
intendent perceives his role as the chief executive will directly influence his 
performance and behavior on the job. By the same token, the school board 
president's expectations will influence his relationship with the superinten-
dent as the superintendent interacts with him and the school board as the chief 
executive and advisory officer charged with the direction of schools in a local 
administrative unit. 
Analysis of the Topic 
Economic, technological, and sociological change have ITWde the curriculum 
of the past ten years almost obsolete. Learning should be joyful, exciting, 
and student-oriented. Education must be for the vocational, professional, 
business, and consumer worlds; education must be geared to all areas of living. 
It is for these reasons that curricular innovation ii vital if schools are 
to meet the needs of students. 
Curriculum is the sum total of the student's experiences within the 
15 Handbook of Research .2!! Teaching, £2· £!!.., p. 789 
10 
16 framework of the school. Curricular innovation ii the introduction of new 
content, methodology, and/or devices which are the result of orderly study and 
17 improvement of the school in the light of objectives. In the present study, 
curricular innovation and £..!!_rri~ change are used interchangeably, because 
during the interviews these two terms were used synonymously by the 
respondents. 
The superintendent is the chief school administrator. He is responsible 
for the coordination, guidance, and direction of curricular change and 
innovation. The school superintendent is responaible to exert leadership so 
that the needs of the student• are met. 18 
The school board president is a representative of the community; he has 
vested interests in the development and improvement of curricula within the 
school district. The expectations of the president of the board of education 
have an influence on the superintendent'• behavior, attitude, and job 
performance. The degree to which a superintendent exerts leadership in the 
initiation of curricular innovation is positively correlated to the expecta-
19 tlons of the school board president. 
The expectations of the school board president as opposed to the 
16Edward A. Krug, Curriculum Planning (Nev York: Harper and Brothers, 
c1967 ), p. 1. 
17~ •• p. 3. 
1 ~aurie Hillson,Qhange and Innovation !..! Elementa!X School Organization 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1965), p. llO. 
19
oavidson, .2.2.·-ill.·• p. 32. 
11 
expectstiona of ~ school board member in general were selected for snalysls 
because of the following reasons: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
The school boari0president is the presiding officer at 3ll school board meetings. 
The nor~al duties of the presiding officer are distinguished from 
the duties of other board members. 
The school board president occupies a position of authority. 21 
This authority is assigned to him in t~2School Code (e.g. signing checks and the agenda process.) If one member from the 
school board were to be selected as the official representative of 
the board, it would be the board president. 
The school board president is in the best position to influen~~ 
the planning and policy-making decisions of the school board. 
24 Leadership duties are imposed upon the board president by law. 
The superintendent does not function as a sep;1rate agent. There has to 
be conformity in the superintendent's self·perceptlons of his role as a 
curricular innovator and the school board president's expectations of hLn if 
25 
curricular innovation ii to be realized. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to analyze the role perceptions of selected 
ele,nentary school superintendents in curricular innow:ition and to co·npare 
20
school Code of !1 linois, Issued by the Office of the Superintendent c•f 
Public Instruction, Michael J~Bakalis, State of Illinois, 1969, p. 94. 
21 Davidson, op. cit., p. 32. 
22 School~ of Illinois, op. cit., p. 94. 
~3Davidson, op. cit., p. 32. 
24
school ~ .2!, Illinois, op. cit., p. 94. 
25cross and Herriott, op. cit., p. 92. 
12 
these role perceptions with the expectations of school board presidents. Data 
for the comparative analysis were obtained from responses to propositions 
directly related to the following hypotheses: 
I. Elementary school superintendents perceive themselves as major 
forces in initiating curricular change. 
II. School board presidents expect curricular change and innovation to 
originate in the superintendent's office. 
III. Elementary school superintendents perceive their roles in initiating 
curricular innovation as being in harmony with school board policy. 
IV. School board presidents expect the superintendent to present all 
plans of curricular change and innovation to the school board for 
approval before implementation. 
v. There is general agreement between the superintendent's perceptions 
and the school board president•' expectations as to the role of the 
elementary school auperintendent in curricular innovation. 
The above hypotheses are baaed upon: 
1. The review of the literature 
2. Interviews with five superintendents and five school board 
presidents 
3. The advice and consultation of knowledgeable colleagues and 
a&1ociates at Loyola University and Community Consolidated School 
District Ho. 54 in Schaunburg, Illinois. 
Specific questions which bear upon the hypotheses are: 
1. What priorities does the elementary school superintendent assign 
to curricular change and innovation? 
2. Does the elementary achool superintendent perceive his role in 
curricular innovation as one which is in keeping with the needs of 
the times and of the students? 
3. Do school board presidents expect the elementary school superinten-
dent to devise curriculum which permit• variation in learning 
approaches and one that is not rigid in context, approaches, and 
expectations? 
4. Are superintendents and school board presidents aware of the 
curricular areas where changes are desirable and needed? 
13 
5. Do superintendents perceive their school boards as open-minded 
concerning innovative methodology and content which is presented 
to them? 
6. What parameters do presidents of school boards set for the super-
intendent as the superintendent works toward curricular innovation? 
1. Does school board policy provide the foundation for the superinten-
dent to innovate? 
Justification 
Change is a way of life in the twentieth century. The outward signs of 
change are everywhere--apparent in communications, in transportation, in 
family life, in medicine, in the arts, in the sciences, in religion, in 
politics, and in education. The changes that abound in the field of education 
and those which are altering other elements of society cannot help but have 
serious and far-reaching consequences for the role of the public school 
superintendent. 
The superintendent who will succeed in the '70's must be a leader, not a 
mere executive secretary to his board of education. For the timid school 
superintendent, school board policy is carefully searched to find what it 
allows him to do; he, of course, does these things, but dares do little more. 
For the strong school superintendent, school board policy may place certain 
restrictions on propensity to action. All approaches are not closed and vast 
areas for discretion, where nothing at all is stipulated and where no serious 
limitations are prescribed, do exist. Here lie opportunities for shaping the 
role of the school superintendent and, as a consequence, the future course of 
education. Notwithstanding statutory restrictions and limitations where 
policy does not say "he can't," the strong superintendent says "I can." In 
this framework, the superintendent can "carve out" his own role, a new role 
14 
designed to meet the challenges and demands of the '70's. When the superinten 
dent regards a lack of school board policy as both permission and an 
opportunity to act, he will find that he can effect many changes denied to 
those who will not act where policy does not explicitly direct. 
The school superintendent is involved in a wide range of problems from 
tax rates to teacher militancy, and still curricular improvement must be his 
prime professional interest.26 It is essential that the superintendent be 
able to define and shape this important role. This study limits itself to the 
analysis of the elementary school superintendent's perceptions of his role in 
curricular innovation. The analysis also includes the expectations of the 
school board president as the superintendent provides the leadership in order 
that curricular change and improvement will be realized. 
With the myriad of demands placed upon the superintendent, does the 
superintendent perceive his role as a major force in the initiation of 
curricular change? Are the superintendent's perceptions of his role in 
curricular innovation in accord with the expectations of his board president? 
Does the school board president expect the superintendent to present all plans 
of curricular change to him and the school board for approval before i~-
plementation, or does the superintendent have "carte blanche'' authority to 
innovate? 
This study has been conducted in order to answer the questions listed 
above. The study focuses on the superintendent's perceptions of his role in 
26aoald Campbell, "The Superintendent--His Role and Professional 
Status," Teacher• College Record, lXV, (May, 1J64), pp. 676-78. 
15 
curricular innovation and defines that role. The study also defines and 
compares the expectations of the school board president to the perceptions of 
the super~ntendent as the superintendent exerts the leadership necessary for 
educational progress. 
Met hod and Procedure 
Twenty-seven elementary school superintendents and twenty-seven school 
board presidents were interviewed. The number twenty-seven was selected for 
each group because it is a purposive sample of the elementary school 
superintendents and school board presidents in suburban Cook County. (Cook 
County was selected because it represents a cross section of the school 
districts in the State of Illinois. This contention has been verified by 
fellow superintendents in Lake, Cook, and DuPage Counties.) A purposive 
sample is one arbitrarily selected because it is representative of the total 
27 population. There are 118 elementary school districts in suburban Cook 
County; twenty-three per cent of the elementary school districts in Cook 
County were selected for sampling purposes. According to Guilford, any sa~ple 
28 
over twenty per cent of the population is to be considered a good sample. 
All of the elementary school districts in suburban Cook County were 
scaled by the number of pupils enrolled from the highest to the lowest. The 
scale was equally divided into three major group• of thirty-nine school 
districts in each group. The following categories of school districts are 
27J.P. Guilford, Fundamental Statistics!.!!. Psychology!,!!!_ Education 
(New York: McGraw-Rill Book Company, c1965), p. 141. 
28tbid. 
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thus substantiated: 
Large - enrollment of over 6,000 students 
Medium - enrollment of 2,000 to 5,999 students 
Small - enrollment of 100 to 1,999 students. 
Nine superintendents and nine school board presidents were interviewed from 
each category of school districts; since there are twenty-seven school 
districts included in the total sample, an equal ntnber of large, medi·.:;·"".. and 
small school districts are represented. These groups have also been selected 
to determine if perceptions and expectations differ among respondents with the 
size of the school district as a variable. Other variables such as 
expenditures per pupil, the average income of the community, and total 
assessed valuation could have been considered, but for the purposes of this 
study these variables do not bias the sample. 
The Sample 
The superintendents and school board presidents participating in the 
study were identified through the use of a random table of nurnbers. 29 Each 
elementary school district in suburban Cook County was assigned a number (one 
through one hundred-eighteen), and twenty-seven numbers or school districts 
were drawn in sequence by lottery procedure in accordance with the random 
table of numbers. (Justification for selecting ~ school districts is found 
29E.F. Lindquist, Deeign !.!!!_Analysis of Experiments (Boston: 
Houghton-Mifflin, 1953). Appendix. 
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on page 16 of this study.) Letters were sent to the superintendents ~1nd school 
hoard presidents fro111 the school districts selected; the letter explai.ned the 
studY and requested an interview. If a subject could not participate, another 
number was drnwn so that twenty-seven districts were selected and fifty-four 
interviews scheduled. (Only one superintendent refused to participate in the 
study.) /.s was explained in the preceding section, elementary school districts 
were drawn according to size in order to determine differences in perceptions 
and expectations of superintendents and school hoard presidents from small, 
medium, and large elementary school districts. There were three groups with 
drawings of nine school districts from each group so that there would he a 
total of twenty-seven elementary school superintendents and twenty-seven 
school board presidents interviewed. 
The sample was selected--a sample that wa1 revresentative of the 
elementary school superintendents and school board presidents in suburban Cook 
County. 
Interview Instrun1ent 
The interview instrument used in this study is found in Appendix TI. 
Identical questions from the instr~nent were nsked of selected elementary 
school superintendents and school board presidents; superintendents were 
instructed to respond in terms of role perceptions while school boiird 
presidents were instructed to respond in terns of role expectRtions. 
The interview instrument was used to facilitate the tAbulation and 
interpretAtion of deta; the com~nents and reactions gleaned fr0'11 e;;ch proposi-
tion of the instrument served RS a ~•ans for the explAnation of ohserved 
results. Weights were assigned to each response for the sAke of computt ng the 
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Student "t" test which determined significant differences between perceptions 
and expectntions according to the following scale: 
Strongly 
Agree 
(5 points) 
Agree 
(4 points 
Undecided 
(3 points) 
Disagree 
(2 points) 
Strongly 
Disagree 
(1 point) 
The propositions of the interview instrument originated from the 
literature in the field and were validated by administering the instrument to 
five elementary school superintendents; these propositions were reviewed and 
revised according to the comments and suggestions of these superintendents. 
The instrument was studied and reviewed by colleagues and associates at Loyola 
University and Community Consolidated School District No. 54 in Schaumburg, 
Illinois. The propositions were grouped as follows to support or negate the 
hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 
I 
II 
III 
IV 
v 
Propositions 
3, 4, q, 11, 12, 17, 20, and 25 
2, 8, 16, 21, 22, and 27 
10, 15, 30, and 31 
6, 7, 14, 18, 24, and 28 
1 through 32 
The propositions r.re found in Appendix II of this study. 
Acceptance of a Hypothesis 
After all the data were collected, each hypothesis was accepted as valid 
if there was a minimum of 66i agreement on the combined score of all the 
propositions related to it. The categories Strongly Agree and Agree comprise 
the agreement end of the scale, and thus support the hypothesis. Disagree 
and Strongly Disaaree comprise the disagreement end of the scale and negate 
the hypothesis in question. 
A percentage over 50%. agreement is a simple majority and can support a 
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hypothesis. As the percentage of agreement for acceptance of a hypothesis is 
increased so is the validity of the hypothesis. A minimum of 661. has been 
established as the percentage necessary for the acceptance of a hypothesis 
because it is a generally accepted statistical limit; it is us~d nn a 
statistical limit in many state legislatures for ratification of bills; it is 
8 statist:l.cal Umit in many states for the approval of referenda; it ts a 
statistical U11tt in Robert's Rules .2f Order for the approval of a motion. 
Thus, 66% agreement has been selected as a valid li•nit for the purpose of this 
study. 
Statistical Interpretation 
The Student "t" test has been employed to determine the significant 
difference between the perceptions of superintendents and the expectations of 
school board presidents. The "t" ratio must be at the . 01 level of signlfi· 
cance or below before it can be accepted that there is no significant 
difference of perceptions or expectations hetween the two groups. (The .05 
level of significance could have been employed; however, the .01 level provide 
a greater degree of confidence.) The formula for the Student ''t" test where 
both samples are of equal size is as fol lows: 
t : Ml - M2 
j 2 2 Xl + x2 Nt (N1 -1) 
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.!J.mit~tions nnd Delimitations 
The question of role definition can be ;1 problem. New role definitions 
of superintendents nre nppearing in the literature. Coordinator of functions, 
core of decision-making, stimulator of thought nnd action, appraiser of 
system's progress, model of assistants, a backstop for nssistants, and 
30 
innovator are just n few. 
As a limiting factor, this study addresses itself to the role of the 
superintendent as a cutTicular innovntor. The literature of educational 
administration, administrative prepnratory progrBms, hoards of educPtion, 
stste laws, nnd citizens all have Rtte1~pted to confer this title upon hi~. 
While the precise mesning ~ay he clouded, it is probable that all interpreters 
hsve in mind the image of an able, talented educator who is leading his school 
district to better things in education. 
All data were collected through per1on~l, face-to-face interviews. Many 
people are more willing to communicate orally than in writing, and therefore, 
vill provide data more readily and fully in an interview than on a 
31 
questionnaire. By ob1erving the respondent's incidental comi~ents, facial 
and bodily expressions, inflections, and tone of voice, the interviewer is 
able to gather information that may not be conveyed in written replies. 
A further limitation of the study concerns the many variables expressed 
in terms of role perception• and expectations. It is difficult to extract and 
30 
Fensch and Wilson, op. cit., pp. 63-68. 
31 Deobold B. Van Dalen, Understanding Educational Research (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1966), p. 306. 
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control true reactions to issues on which a person interacts with another 
person or group in a given situation. particularly because these reactions are 
elicited from the respondent's internalized self-perceptions. Obtaining a 
true measurement of reapouses to the interrelationships of these variables, in 
terms of role perceptions and expectations, is dependent on the respondent's 
mental attitude at a given time. Responses may be influenced by other non-
related circumstances which may interfere with the elements of a situation 
about which the respondent is being questioned. His attention may be diverted 
from the issue at hand. Because so many variables enter into the problem of 
role perceptions, it was important for this study to elicit true responses on 
the scales so that summary measures could be constructed to obtain a compar-
ison between the two groups of respondents. 
The study is delimited to public school superintendents and school board 
presidents in suburban Cook County. Another delimiting factor is that all 
districts administered by superintendents included in the study are of K-8 
designation and do not include high school or community lmit school districts. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
In 1966, Shanks in a doctoral dissertation, sat out to identify and 
describe expectations held by school board members and school superintendents 
in Orange County, California, for the school superintendency role and to 
examine the extent to which their expressed expectations would reflect agree• 
1 
ment, or disagreement in defining this role. 
A questionnaire was distributed to 192 board members and thirty-six 
superintendents to obtain study data. The conclusions of the study were: 1) 
there is not marked agreement among board members, among superintendents, or 
between board member• and superintendent•, on expectations relating to numerous 
aapects of the superintendency role; 2) a superintendent cannot logically 
assume that his board members will agree among themaelves, or with him regard· 
ing expectations for bis major duties, functious and responsibilities, or his 
attitudes and behavior in numerous occupational situations; l) school board 
members cannot logically asaume that their superintendent holds expectations 
which are largely in agreement with their expectations for his job 
1Robert Ellsworth Shanks, "Expectation• for the School Superintendency 
Role" (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, University of Southern California, 
1966 ). 
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performances; 4) different individuals and groups of role definers are more 
inclined to agree on expectations for the broad ftmctional aspects of the 
superintendency role than on expectations for its more specific behavioral 
aspects. 
Recommendations of Shanks'a study include: 1) superintendents, board 
members, and others, should refrain from thinking of the superintendency role 
as a composite of rights and duties already fully prescribed; 2) super-
intendents and their boards should periodically discuss together their expecta· 
tions for the superintendency role; they should strive for understanding and 
agreement; they should give attention to reports of research on this problem; 
3) superintendents should make greater efforts to fami. liarize board ~embers, 
colleagues, community leaders, and others with the "role conflict11 nature of 
their positions; 4) administrator training programs should emphasize ways of 
solving on the job problems resulting from the conflicting expectations held b~ 
others for a superintendent's performance; 5) research studies should be 
conducted to answer any additional questions. For example: What disagreements 
on superintendency expectations Rre moat disruptive? What disagreements are 
least disruptive? What kinds of agreements on expectations are required, or 
associated with high staff morale and effective teaching? What values do boar~ 
members, superintendents, and community leader• currently hold? Are these, 
in general, complementary or contradictory? 
Ducanson completed a related study in which he determined the relation-
ship of role expectations and the behavior of the school superintendents in 
2 
Minnesota. 
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The questionnaire used in Ducanson'• study dealt with selected situation 
that are applicable to all Minnesota school districts. The various parts of 
the questionnaire bad identical items but varying instructions. As a result 
of the instructions, data were collected relative to: 1) the school board's 
opinion of how any superintendent should act; 2) the superintendent'• opinion 
of bow he should act; 3) the superintendent's perception of his school board's 
opinion of how any school superintendent should act; and 4) the superinten-
dent'• behavior as described by both the superintendent and his school board 
members. 
The main conclusions were: 
1. The superintendents, as a group, are in general agreement on 
their expectations for their own behavior. There is less agree-
ment among school board members on their expectations for the 
superintendent's behavior. 
2. The expectations held by the superintendents are not, primarily 
dependent upon the school district's size, its relative valuation, 
the superintendent's tenure either local or total, the superinten-
dent'• education, or the number of superintendencies previously held. 
3. The expectations held by school board members are not, primarily, 
dependent ~.tpon the school district's size, its relative valuation, 
the superintendent's tenure either local or total, the superinten-
dent's education or the number of superintendencies previously held. 
4. The superintendents and the members of the board of education are 
not in complete agreement as to vhat the superintendent actually 
does. 
2 
Donald LeRoy Ducanson, "The Relationship of Role !xpectat1011s and the 
Behavior of School Superintendents in the State of Minnesota" (Unpublished 
Ph.D. dissertation, University of Minnesota, 1961). 
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Ducanson's study analyzes the behavior of the school superintendent on a 
broad basis; the present study is limited to the self-perceptions of the 
superintendent as a curricular innovator compared with the expectations of the 
1chool board president. 
A study by Satorn, though not conducted in the United States, has 
11gnificance and relevance to the present dissertation. The main purpo1e of 
satorn's study was to investigate the perceptions and expectations or judg-
ments held by three groups of Thai administrators for the role of the 
3 
provincial school 1uperintendent in Thailand. The three groupa were: 1) the 
provincial school superintendent• who were chief administrators of provincial 
education; 2) the provincial governors who were chief executives of 
provincial governments; and 3) the senior administrators of the Ministry of 
Education and the Department of Local Adminietration of the Ministry of 
Interiors who were makers of policies. 
From the findings in general, Satorn concluded that incongruency of per-
ceptions and expectations for the role of the provincial school superinten• 
dent in Thailand existed and that role conflict might arise in the provincial 
school superintendent-provincial governor relationship. The provincial 
aovernors seemed to need better background in professional education in 
defining the role of the provincial school superintendents who worked under 
their supervision. Sa torn recommended that the existence of inter•group and 
intra-group perceptual discrepancies found in the study suggested that some 
3 Pinyo Satorn, "The Provincial School 
Study of llole Perceptions and Expectations" 
Stanford University, 1969). 
Superintendent in Thai land: A 
(Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, 
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such program as a aeries of joint seminars for the definition of the role of 
the provincial school superintendents were greatly needed for the provincial 
school superintendents, the pr,lVincial governors, and the senior administra-
tors of the Ministry of Education and the department of Local Administration 
of the Ministry of Interior. 
According to Dr. Jasper Valeuti, who lived in Thailand for two years and 
studied the Thai educational system, the differences in perceptions could be 
caused by the following factors which are not necessarily as serious in the 
United States: 
1. The yrovincial school superintendent until now has not been 
typically well trained in professional education. He frequently 
has less training than his supervisory staff. 
2. The provincial governor is a political official unlike the school 
board president, and by law he baa a provincial education officer 
on his staff although the latter is approved by a Ministry of 
Education officer. 
3. The local administration (Ministry of Interior) person is from 
another governmental agency. Si!ce 1966 this arrangement has had 
serious political ramifications. 
The superintendent in the United States must work cooperatively with bis 
principals and teachers as innovative instructional programs are developed. 
Peach hypothesized certain relationships between the role of the school 
princi~:1 l and the implementation of planned change in in1tructiona l programs. 5 
4 Interview with Jasper J. Valenti, Assistant Dean, School of Education, 
Loyola University, August 28, 1972 .. 
5 Samuel Wesley Peach, ''Relationships Between Certain Factors in the Role 
of the School Principal and the Adoption of Innovative Instructional Practices" 
(Unpublished Ed.D. dis1ertation, University of Washington, 1967). 
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Major emphases of the study were its focus upon the impact of the principal-
ship role, the reporting of change at the school building level by classroom 
teachers, and the exploration of relationship• associated with viewing school 
organizations as social systems. 
Peach's study offers insights into t~e principal'• role and the 
principal'• relationship to the superintendent as the superintendent delegates 
curricular reaponsibilities to him. Peach concluded that the qualities of 
interpersonal relationships, leadership styles and the extent to which 
personal, social, and organizational goals are attained have little relation-
ship with program adaptability. Peach also concluded that the theoretically 
determined concept of "openness of the system" was not substantiated as a 
factor contributing to adaptability. 
Recommendations for further study included: 
1) A longitudinal study of two groups of principals--one in which 
assignments are rotated while the control group remains constant 
in assignment. Subsequent attention directed to the evaluation 
of the effects upon program adaptability. 
2) A study of a program of advanced profess iona 1 educ a ti on for an 
experimental group of principals while a control group remains 
static. 
According to Peach'• study, program changes and the extent to which they 
are integrated into the teachers' daily routines are not markedly associated 
with organizational factors or building units. It is suggested that investi-
gations employing variables associated with the individual teacher rather than 
the district or school, as the adopting unit, might be of significance for 
future reseat'ch. 
Curricular change and innovation can occur in a variety of ways; one sucb 
way is through a curriculum council. Phillips completed a study which dealt 
28 
with the system-wide curricu1UM council as an aaent for fostering curricular 
6 
change within a school district. The researcher investigated the membership 
composition, types of organizational patterns, and the methods and procedures 
employed by sixteen curriculum councils in southwestern Michigan. 
In the area of organization, the more successful councils in terms of 
accomplishments originated through the efforts of the superintendent and his 
administrative staff and possessed an advisory relationship to the superinten-
dent and the board of education. Leadership was determined by virtue of 
position in the school district and by volunteers, while council membership wa 
selected by position, by administrative appointment, and by elections at the 
local school building level. Such Councils were representative of the total 
staff and were served by a chairman, vice chairman, and a secretary. 
Phillips states that for the superintendent who perceives his role as an 
instructional leader, the curriculum council afford• him tremendous 
opportunities. The council can serve as a means whereby the superintendent 
can exercise the power of ideas to ,1an, program, and implement innovative 
curricula which are approved by the council, staff, parents, and school board. 
Phillips further states that the council facilitates the communication 
process between each of the above interaction groups and the superintendent 
in the area of curricular innovation. 
Boss studied the role expectations held for internediate school district 
6 
John Milton Phillips, "A Study of the Significance of the System-Wide 
Curriculum Council as an Agent of Curricular Change in Selected School 
Districts in Southwestern Michigan" (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, Michigan 
State University, 1969). 
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superintendent•. The purpose of the study was an attempt to determine the 
espectations intermediate school district auperintendents, board of education 
members, and selected knowledgeable individuals have regarding various aspects 
of the role of the superintendent of schools for intermediate school districts 
in the State of Michigan. Role expectations of the respondent groups were 
compared and convergence and divergence of opinions were noted. 
A seventy-five item instrument concerning various expectations held for 
the intermediate school district superintendent's role was constructed. These 
items were grouped into the folloviag three sub-categories: 1) character-
istics, 2) performance, and 3) participation items. The instrument was sub-
mitted to the superintendent and two board of education members selected at 
random from each of the eighty-three intermediate school district• in 
Michigan, and to persoas recognized as knowledgeable in this area of research. 
A total of 197 or 76.7 percent of the instruments were returned. 
Arbitrary values were assigned to the five responses that could be made 
to each item, and scores were computed. Intra position or vi thin group 
differences were tested by computing the variance, and the interposition or 
between group differences were tested by the chi-square test of significance. 
The analy•i• of the data eupported the hypothesis that incumbents of the 
office of superintendent, board of education members, and recognized 
7Laverne Henry Bo11, ''R.ole Expectations Held for the Intermediate School 
District Superintendent in Michigan" (Unpublished Ed .D. dissertation, 
Michigan State University, 1963). 
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knowledgeable individuals bold different and sometimes conflicting expectation 
with respect to the various aelected aspects of the intermediate school 
district superintendent's position. (Boss's findings are similar to those of 
Ducanson's listed on page 28 of this study.) 
Boss's investigation indicated that potential role conflict was probable 
in over one-third of the items analyzed. The greatest divergence of opinion 
existed in the sub-category of superintendent participation items. Sixty per-
cent of the items in the participation area indicated a possibility of role 
conflict. Approximately one-third of the items in both the characteristic and 
performance categories were classified as potential role conflict areas. 
Six of the seventy-five items indicated nearly complete convergence of 
expectations held for the intermediate school district superintendent's 
position. 
Board of education members were in disagreement more frequently amona 
themselves on the various items than any of the other respondent groups. 
According to Boss's study, a comparison of selected personal variables 
of the relevant groups with regard to expectations held failed to support the 
assumption that systematic relationships would exist. Also, an analysis based 
on the comparison of frequency responses to the five point scale between 
various sub-groups of role definers and tbe total samples on selected items 
failed to show significant convergence or divergence. 
The self-concept of selected superintendents was explored in Rosa's 
study. The study provided an approach toward understanding the superintendent 
in terms of his perception of self, or an introspection of self personality, 
and the agreement or dysfunctionalism of the !.!!! with the role of 
8 
superintendent. 
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Selected school superintendents in Nebraska were requested to complete a 
four concept form of Osgood's Semantic Differential. One hundred completed 
forms were selected for analysis. 
The null hypotheses of Rosa's study are as follows: 
1. There 
~. 
2. There 
Self, 
is no significant difference between the concept ~Actual 
and the concept Myself!!. School SuP!rintendent. 
is no significant difference between the concept ~ Ideal 
and the concept !!!!, Ideal School SuP!rintendent. 
3. There is no significant difference between the concept, tll, Actual 
!!.!£., and the Class of the school. 
4. There is no significant difference between the concept, Myself!.!. 
School Superintendent, and the Class of the school. 
Data gathered from the responses were analyzed and the null hypotheses 
were subjected to appropriate tests of significance. The conclusions were as 
follows: 
1. '.Che null hypothesis, "There is no significant difference between the 
concept Myself !!. School Superintendent and the Class of the school," was not 
rejected at the si or ti level of confidence with one degree of freedon. 
2. All other null hypotheses were not rejected at the St or lt level 
of confidence with one degree of freedom. 
3. On the basis of the instrument and the sample, there waa a signifi • 
cant difference between Class II and Class III school superintendent• in the 
\onald Duane Ross, "An Exploration of the Self-Concept of Selected 
Superintendents in Nebraska" (Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation, The University 
of Nebraska Teacher College, 1965). 
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t18Y they perceive themselves as school superintendents. (A Class II school 
district has 1000 to 9,999 pupils; a Class III school district has less than 
1000 pupils.) The Class II superintendents tend to see thernselves leas sweet, 
kind, and pleasant then their Class III counterparts. 
4. The significant difference between Class It and Class III school 
superintendents is an effect of working within the confines of a smaller 
aystem--wherein the actual role of the superintendent differs from the role of 
the superintendent in the larger school aystem--the former being required more 
frequently to identify with the role of disciplinarian and judge. 
5. The response to the concept, !:!!. Actual !!.!!., indicates that those men 
who chose to follow the vocation of superintendent do have a conunon perception 
of themselves. 
6. This evidence invites stud.lee with other inetruments which verify 
this indication of a common self-perception amona those who chose to follow 
the vocation of superintendent. 
7. The evidence invites investigation as to whether the COl111'llon self-
perception of these men is the manifestation of a cause, or of an effect; 
whether men who hold the same perception of self enter into the vocation of 
superintendent, change their perception of self to fit a common mold. 
8. The evidence invites investigation on the role of the preparation of 
the educational admini1trator in the formulation of his self-concept. 
9. The evidence invitee investigation to ascertain if the self-concept 
of the superintendent is 1ignificantly different from other vocational groups--
such as bankers, doctors, or butchers. 
10. The evidence gives impetus to studies which involve the identifies-
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tion or construction of a device that will aid in the screening process of 
those individuals who seek to study in the area of educational administration. 
SUfllllary 
-
The present study differs from the other studies reviewed in that the 
role perceptions of selected elementary school superintendents in the area of 
curricular innovation are compared to the role expectations of school board 
presidents; none of the reviewed studies limited the role perceptions of the 
school superintendent to any one particular area or phase of responsibility 
such as bond issues, integration, tax rates, or curriculum. The studies were 
broad in scope and covered the perceptions and expectations of the 1cbool 
superintendent in a similar fashion. Shanks investigated the expectations 
for the school superintendency and found that there was no marked agreement 
among board members, among superintendents, or between board members and 
superintendents, on expectations relating to all aspects of the •uperintendenc 
role. Ducanson investigated the relationship of the role expectations and the 
behavior of the school superintendent, however, specific behavior patterns 
were not described; Bucanson concluded that the superintendents and the 
members of the board of education are not in complete asreement as to what the 
superintendent actually does. Satorn studied the role perceptions and expects 
tions of the provincial school superintendent in Thailand concluding that 
conflicti1lg definitions existed. Peach investigated the relationships between 
certain factors in the role of the superintendent's administrative staff (the 
principals) and the adoption of innovative curricular practices; the major 
finding of Peach's investigation was that the qualities of interpersonal 
relationships and leadership styles have little 
lOYn1 A 
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adaptability. Phillips concluded that the system-wide curriculwn council was 
an effective agent for curricular change and innovation; Phillips further con-
cluded that the role of the school superintendent as the chief administrator 
was to coordinate the activities of the curriculum council toward the attain-
metlt of specific goals and objectives. Boas studied the role expectations 
held for intermediate school district superintendents in the State of Michigan. 
Boss attempted to determine the perceptions superintendents and school board 
members have regarding the various aspects of the role of the district super-
intendent of schools. Boss concluded that school superintendents, board of 
education members, and recognized knowledgeable individuals hold differen~ and 
sometimes conflicting expectations regarding the various aspects of the school 
superintendent's position. Ross explored the self-concept of superintendents 
and found that there were no significant differences in their perceptions of 
themselves as persons and their perceptions of themselves as professionals, and 
that the type of school district in terms of size and the concept of self did 
not result in a significant difference. 
There are many studies on the perceptions and expectations of the role of 
the school superintendent. The studies selected for review in this chapter 
relate specifically to the superintendent-achool board relationship, the 
behavior of the superintendent as a result of this relationship, and the 
relationship of role perceptions to the adoption of innovative curricular 
practices. The preaent study molds the aforementioned relationships; it 
compares the elementary school superintendent's perceptions of his role in 
curricular innovation to the expectations of the school board president. The 
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study dernonstrntes the priority which the elementary school superintendent in 
cook County assigns to curricular innovation and whether the school board 
president's expectations are congruent to the perceptions of the superintendent 
in this area. 
CHAPTER III 
HISTClUCAL PERSPECTIVE OP THE ROLE 
OF THE SCHOOL SUPERINrENDEil::Y 
The following historical perspective of the development of the American 
school superintendency emphasizes the part that stressful change has played. 
Born out of need and shaped by the problems of the times, the role of super-
intendent has grown and become redefined with successive changes in the 
educational system. 
The present study deals with the elementary school superintendency in 
Cook County. This chapter concludes with a description of the Educational 
Service Region of Cook County, the growth in pupil enrollment• in suburban 
Cook County elementary schools over the past fifteen years, and the resulting 
changes in the role of the local school district superintendent. 
Schools in the Colonies 
Within ten years after colonization in this country, serious attention 
was given to the establishment of some form of educational system. The 
immediate need, as identified by the General Courts, was the hiring of teacher 
of high religious and moral qualities. No further organization was pursued. 
The first efforts to orga'ftize a school in the new colonies occurred in 
1616 when the Virainia Company contributed one hundred pounds for a house and 
several books toward a library. The city of London sent one hundred children 
to the colony, together with private donations in the sum of five hundred 
36 
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pounds, to aid in their support until they could be self-supporting. The 
Virginia Company issued the first statement of educational policy in the 
colonial settlement: 
••• that all these children should be educated and brought up in some 
good trade or profession, so that they might gain their livelihood by 
the time they were twenty-one year! old, or by the time they had served 
their aeven years' apprenticeship. 
As other colonies developed, similar patterns were followed in the establish-
ment of their first schools. 
About 1709, Boston civic leaders began to show interest and concern in 
their schools. Committees were appointed to inspect schools, check equipment 
and examine pupil achievement. These committees would also advise teachers 
concerning subject content and methodology. By 1721, citizens at large were 
invited to join these committees previously dominated by ministers and 
selectmen. 2 
State Superintendeacy 
The position of the state auperintendeocy did not emerge until the first 
quarter of the nineteenth century with more administrative and supervisory 
responsibilities also allocated to principals. By the mid 1800's the state 
superintendent became established as an educational leader. 3 
11dvia Grant Dexter, ! History!?.! Education!!!!!!_ United States (New 
York: Macmillan Company, 1922), pp. 1-3. 
21!?!!· 
3!!!!, American School Superintendency (Washington, D.C.: American 
Association of School Administration, cl952), p. 40. 
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Michigan provided by law for a state superintendent of common schools in 
1829, changed the title to Superintendent of Public Instruction in 1836, and 
became the first state to establish a state school administration that has bee 
4 
continuous down to the pre1ent. Other aagressive state• such as New York 
state and Maryland were both still plagued with indecision and period of 
reversal over the necessity and role of a superintendency. However, by 1854 
New York resolved its turmoil and re-established the position followed by 
Maryland in 1868. By the mid 1800's all northern and many southern states 
recognized the growing need for school leadership and coordination and 
established actual or ex officio chief state school officers. The1e designs-
tions were eventually replaced by state superintendent or state commissioner 
as the position broadened its range of jurisdiction and duties. 
Massachusetts produced Horace Mann, who, like Connecticut's Henry 
Barnard, never bore the tit le "state superintendent" but was the "State Board 
of Education." Among the early duties performed by these chief state school 
officers were listing counties, advising local authorities, examining con-
ditions, rendering advice on proposed school programs, and the promotion of 
school establishment by private societies as well as public agencies. Horace 
Mann tailored his ovn job to fit his vision of the needs of his commonwealth. 
His leadership set a standard of courage, imagination, common sense, and 
persuasive statemanship which still stands as a challenge to all public 
administrators. 
4Ellwood P. Cubberly, State School Administration (Boston: Boughton 
Mifflin Co., 1927), p. 271. 
39 
Population growth and westward expansion in the third wuarter of the 
nineteenth century brought ~ore cities ~nd towns, ~ore school districts, more 
pupils, ,,,ore teachers, the beginning of compulsory attettdance, and an expand! 
school program. Under the impact of new demands such ss these, the job of the 
chief state school officer was continually developing. Depending in part upon 
personal stature, powers and duties were sooner or later widened to include 
leadership in such things as courses of study, reading lists for teachers and 
pupils, special bulletins and reports, occasional codification or editing of 
school law, supervision of finances, teacher certification, teachers' 
institutes, reorganization and development of statistical reporting, and 
recommendations of new school legislation.5 
The County Superintendency 
As schools were being established state-wide by law, it became 
increasingly evident that a coordinating body was necessary. Organized 
infot'lllation as to the cottdition of schools, enrollments, progra~s of instruc• 
tion, teacher certification, and expenditures was virtually non-existent. It 
vas the States' need for collecting and evaluating such data that promoted the 
creation of the pasition of county school superintendency. 
The county superintendent, therefore, became a supportive arm of the 
State Department of Education; he involved himself with the details of state 
supervision over local educational institutions. Eventually, the county 
superintendent found himself in a position to experiment, modify and innovate 
5 The American School Superintendency, op. cit., pp. 41·42. 
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within his own framework and in local school systems. Because of his unique 
position, the county superintendent was aware of individual school needs and 
simultaneously drew on the av8ileble resources of the state superintendent. 6 
The Local District Superintendency 
The trial-and-error shaping of a decentralized school progra~ made 
inevitable the appearance of state, county, and local school district super-
intendents. School systems continued to grow. Enrollments increased with 
population, more building• were needed, course• expanded, and the graded 
7 
system was introduced. The ele~entary school system expanded into a high 
school system, only to compound existing administrative problems. 
In Connecticut the local board was charged with the responsibility for 
instruction and permitted "to appoint a committee of oue or two persons to 
exercise all the powers, and perform all the duties of the whole board, under 
their advice and direction, and receive one dollar a day for the time actually 
8 
employed." 
Cleveland established the salaried ($300. 00) poaition of "acting school 
manager" in the late 1840' s. Two individuals weTe appointed on a part-time 
6 Ibid. p. 49. 
7John D. Philbrick,City School Systems!.!! the United States (Weshington, 
D.C., U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of Education, Circular of Informa-
tion, No. 1-18~5, 1885), p. 141. 
8 John Cayce Morrison, The Legal Status £! ll!.!, City School Superintendent 
(Baltimore: Warwick Publishina Co., 1922), p. 17. 
41 
basis. One was responsible for the business affairs of the schools; the other 
9 
was responsible for the instructional progr1lm, 
Baltimore had its first superintendent of schools nearly twenty years 
before the position was created and the title officially conferred. Appointed 
treasurer by the board in 1849, The Reverend J. N. McJilton assumed the usual 
duties of treasurer which were largely clerical, statistical or business in 
nature. With his background as a teacher, Reverend McJilton gradually turned 
the emphasis of bis position to instructional matters. This could not be done 
without jeopardizing his original duties, so in 1859 he was relieved of his 
other responsibilities to turn his attention exclusively to the improve•nent of 
instruction, visiting schools, and building repairs. It was due to his 
excellent results through concentration on education that in 1866, Reverend 
McJilton was officially named superintendent of schools. 10 
The role of the local school superintendent evolved with that of the 
local school board as independence was sought from city councils. It took 
another 100 years for board members and superintendents to effectively develop 
and distinguish their roles with respect to policy making and school 
administration. 11 
Early superintendents shaped their own jobs according to personal 
feelings and local needs; school boards did the same. Board members were 
admittedly more confortable dealing with the business matters involved in 
9 Ibid., pp. 20-22. 
1
°'rhomas McDowell Gilland, The Origin ~Development ..2.£ the Powers .!!!!. 
Duties of ~City School Superintendent (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1935), p. 39. 
11Ibid. 
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running a school district. In many instances the first Dppoi.nted superinten-
dent wns designated chief executive ~nd Advisor to the board in both 
educational and business matters. Atlanta, Nashville, and San Francisco are 
12 
such examples. 
By the twentieth century, the superintendency had become recognized as an 
essential and integral part of the educational structure. Even in smaller 
school systems, superintendents were finally being freed from teaching duties 
to devote their time to the primary responsibility of educational leadership. 
University courses were now being offered in school administration and 
13 supervision. Even the dual tragedies of a depression and n world war acted 
as a catalyst, emphasizing the purpose of education and the need for visionary 
leadership within the superintendency. 14 Free public education became a 
personal right and a national priority. 
After 1925, most school districts finally won fiscal independence from 
city government. With budgetary control, superintendents had greater freedom 
to attend to educational priorities. The superintendent now emerged as a 
recognized professional. This recognition was followed with the formation of 
clinical groups, conferences, study councils, and cooperative research 
efforts. 15 
12 Gilland, op. cit., p. 54. 
13!!!!. American School SuP!rintendency, op. cit., p. 56. 
141!?.!!· p. 57. 
15~. 
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With the launching of Sputnik on October 4, 1957, America was rudely 
awakened to the fact that the basic product of its highly "touted" educationa 1 
system had become sadly lacking. The public demanded remodeling of the public 
school system. In responde the federal government channelled U1'precedented 
fund• into the public and private school aystems. 16 
The superintendent of schools was now placed in a new role. Federal 
monies had to be secured to develop the advanced curriculum expected by local 
citizenry. The superintendent now became a politician. As new educational 
goals and priorities evolved, so to the demands on the superintendent 
i ncreaaed. 17 
The "new breed" of superintendent of the last ten years is a trained 
professional. His experience most likely began in the classroom. Prom there 
he successfully rose to subordinate admiuistrative posts. He specialized in 
public school administration on a graduate level, and he will probably bold a 
Doctorate. 
Personal traits of a superintendent include dynami8m, personality, and 
good health. The successful superintendent of today is a tactful, aggresive 
leader. Thia formerly stern, highly conservative educational leader has turne 
full circle and become idealized as a congenial individual, aware and involved, 
and still respected and folloved. 18 
16John M. Nagle, "The Tenth Amendment and Uncle Sam" School Journal 
(November, 1969), p. 21. 
171.obert E. Wilson, Educational Administration (Colwnbus, Ohio: Charles 
ED. Merrill Books, Inc., cl966), pp. 808-809. 
lSibid. p. 808. 
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Today's superintendent has increased public contact. He must be a ~ 
student of human nature and a utilitarian psychologist. Individual motives 
must be identified and group differences recognized and dealt with. 
Though entirely qualified to be a first rate politician or a finR'1Cia11y 
successful business executive, the superintendent must remain dedicated to 
education. He must be motivated by the same h\lllanitarian philosophy that led 
him into teaching in the first place. 19 
Today, the school superintendent is spotlighted from all directions. He 
and his school board are caught squarely between the lessened buying power of 
the school dollar on one hand and the resistance of the taxpayer to higher 
budgets on the other. Current birth rates mean more children to be taught by 
more teachers in more schools. Increased federal expenditures for national 
20 
security have pre-empted funds for local and state government functions. 
The modern superintendent is expected to be more than a manager concerne 
primarily with operational problems as were his early predecessors. He is 
expected to be a human engineer, a recognized participant, a leader of plan-
ning for community improvement. He must be the catalytic agent, initiating 
and facilitating change in order that schools might serve as vehicles of 
progress for the complex technological world of tomorrow. 
Office of the Educational Service Region of Cook County 
The Office of the Educational Service Region of Cook County can be 
19 Wilson, op.cit., pp. 808-809. 
2
°'rhe American School Superintendency, op. cit., pp. 60-62. 
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office of the Educational Service Region of Cook County 
-
The Office of the Educational Service Region of Cook County can be under 
stood only in the context of the educational system of the State of Illinois. 
The Office has been established under the Constitution of the State of 
Illinois and the Illinois School Code, with various supplementary legislation; 
all of the powers and responsibilities are prescribed or permitted hy law. 
~1any of the duties of the Superintendent of the Educational Service 
Region appear to parallel the duties granted to the Office of the Superinten-
dent of Public Instruction (OSPI), at the Statewide level, by the School Code. 
The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction stated in 1969, "The 
County Superintendent of Schools is the official representative of the Super-
21 intendent of Public Instruction in the loca 1 county. 11 
The Office of the Educational Service Region is an integral part of the 
educational structure of the State. However, while the OSPI and the super-
intendents of the Educational Service Regions have many regulatory and 
advisory responsibilities, the basic responsibility for providing education to 
the children of Illinois rests with the local school boards. 
The arrangement described above emphasizes the separation of the Educa-
tional Service Region from the day-to-day operation of the local achools in 
Cook County. In addition to the State, county, and local agencies, a number 
of boards and commissions have been set up. Examples are the Adult and 
Continuing Education Council, the Commission on Children, the Illinois Peneion 
Code (creatina the Board of Trustees of Teachers' Retirment System), and the 
21~ Study !!!, Depth: Office of the ~County Superintendent of Schools 
(Chicago: Cresap, McCormick, and Paget. Inc., 1969), p. 3. 
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Board of Vocational Education and Rehabilitation. Each of these bodies baa 
~uthority and responsibility in specialized areas, cutting across and over-
lapping the responsibilities of the State, county, and local levels. The 
Educational Service Region of Cook County is thus embedded in a C('l!!lplex organ-
ization. 
The Educational Service Region of Cook County has jurisdiction over 118 
elementary school districts, 27 high schoo districts, and one unit district in 
suburban Cook County, as well as some authority over the entire Chicago school 
system. Legally, the Educational Service Region of Cook County has direct 
supervision over programs affecting 147 district auperintendenta, one million 
students, and 41,400 teachers in a county with over $25 billion in assessed 
property value. Further, the Educational Service aegion of Cook County has 
assumed responsibility for assisting some 750 non-public schools to meet the 
requirement for recognition by the State. 
The problems of the Educational Service Region of Cook County reflect 
State-wide legislation, and are essentially the same for all county superinten• 
dent~' offices. Every Educational Service Region serves as an extension of 
the State i.n most regulatory matters and as an independent entity in many 
11dvisory or consultative matters, and many of its functions overlap or are 
duplicated by other educational bodies in the county. 
The fact is, that present legislation has created an educational 
structure with unclear patterns of authority and responsibility; no central 
policy-making body for regulatory and advisory functions exists, which can 
establish basic objectives, criteria, controls, and programs for education in 
the State. 
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Al a consequence, the Superintendents of the Educational Service Regions 
are unable to fully provide effective service an:I a1si1tance in solving local 
educational problems. Their legislative constriction are compounded by their 
manner of funding 10 that they lack not only authority but resources. 
The problems of the Educational Service Region of Cook County have 
implications for the changing role of the local school superintendent, being 
cognizant of these problems, many superintendents in Cook County have turned 
to other methods to meet the needs of their respective school district•. 
These methods include setting up "cooperatives!' to serve several districts and 
even hiring their own professional staffs. The result has been greater over-
lapping and fragmentation throughout the County. While in general the local 
school districts feel that the Educational Service Region is ineffective in 
many of its activities, it is still the major link between the State and the 
22 
local school districts. 
The Growth in Pupil Enrollment in the Public Elementary Schools in Suburban 
Cook County Over the Past Fifteen Years and Implications for the Role of the 
Local School District Superintendent. 
In 1956, there were 156,353 students enrolled in public elementary 
acbools in suburban Cook County; by 1970, there were 325,632 students. Within 
this fifteen year period, the role of the local elementary school superinten-
dent was most definitely affected by the increase in pupil enrollment. More 
classrooms had to be built, bond issues had to be passed, and the number of 
teachers employed in the public elementary schools in suburban Cook County 
22 ! Study 1!l Depth: Office S?! 1!!. ~ County Superintendent of Schools, 
op. cit., pp. 4-11. 
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more than doubled. 
In 1956 there were 130 elementary school districts in suburban Cook 
county. By 1970, the nUTiber had been reduced to 118 because in the fifteen 
years twelve school districts were consolidated. According to the Illinois 
School Code: 
A consolidated district shall for all purposes be a single 
district. However, any consolidated school district organized prior 
to July 1, 1951, shall, thereafter, if it has a population of 1,000 
inhabitants or more operate as a cormnunity consolidated school district 
under a board of education of seven members with the duties as set out 
in Article 10 of this Act; or if the population of such a district is 
less than 1,000 inhabitants it shall, therefore, operate as a cmmton 
school district under a school board consisting of seven directors with 
the powers and dutie! as set out in Article 10 of this Act as applicable 
to school directors. 3 
Table I lists the growth in pupil enrollment in the public elementary 
schools in suburban Cook County over the past fifteen years, the increase in 
ntanber of teachers, and the decrease in number of school districts due to 
consolidation. 
Thus, it is implied that the local school district superintendent hired 
in the '70 1 1 in Cook County must be ~ore highly skilled than the superintenden 
hired in the 50 1s. The superintendent in the '70 1s is more ·f a generalist wh 
has the responsibility of hiring specialists. There are more schools that come 
under his jurisdiction, a larger staff, and more pupils to he educated. 
Notwithstanding the legal limitations placed upon the powers of the 
school superintendent, public restrictions that temper his decisions, and 
boards of education that want absolute authority, the superintendent in 
23 School Code of Illinois Compiled by N. !. Dutson, Legal Advisor 
(Springfield, IIfiiloIS: Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
1969), pp. 141-42. 
~ 
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TABLE l 
GROWTH IN SUBURBAN COOK COUNTY PUBLIC ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 
OVER A FIFI'EEN YEAR PERIOD 
School Yea1 Pupil Enrollment Teachers No. of Elementary 
School Districts 
1956-57 156,353 6,357 130 
1957-58 167,993 6,994 130 
1958-59 179,880 7,680 129 
1959-60 194,765 8,368 128 
1960-61 208,377 9,155 125 
1961-62 218,845 9,733 122 
1962-63 230,817 10,278 121 
1963-64 244,206 l0,930 120 
19,4-65 258,806 ll,588 120 
1965-66 272,872 12,231 119 
1966-67 290,086 12,876 119 
1967-68 299,689 12,315 119 
1968-69 311,603 12,710 118 
1969-70 321,657 13,628 118 
1970-71 325,632 13,842 118 
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suburban Cook County pos~esses enormous influence. From a practical operating 
point of view, he has representative authority from the school board over, 
1. Who may teach. 
2. Salaries of those who teach. 
3. What is to be taught. 
4. How it is to be taught. 
5. Equipment and supplies that will be used to implement teaching. 
6. Textbooks to be used. 
7. What facilities will be built. 
8. Where facilities will be located. 
9. What school buildings children will attend within the district. 
10. Hours and days of attendance. 
11. Safety and sanitary conditions for school children. 
12. Regulations 1overning the conduct of student!4 from the time they leave home in the morning until they return. 
Should one reflect seriously upon the significance of each of the above 
listed powers, multiply it by 118 elementary school superintendents in 
suburban Cook County, and consider that the powers extend to 13,842 teachers 
and 325,632 elementary school students, he can begin to conceive the gigantic 
strength of the district superintendents in Cook County. The importance of 
proper selection and training of every school superintendent and a specific 
definition of bis role becomes obvious. 
24wtlson, op. cit., p. 810. 
CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF DATA 
1 Curriculum in America keeps changing. The following is a list of five 
educational events of the past ten years which have bad direct bearing on the 
curriculum of the seventies: 
1. Educators struggled to cope with the horror of drug abuse by 
students. 
2. Educators organized the strongest coalition of lobbying forces in 
United States history and persuaded Congress to add one billion 
dollars to the education budget. 
3. High school students staged more than 1,000 protest actions and 
won a series of victories affecting their status as learners. 
4. Angry parents, organized and unorganized, launched attacks on 
schools offering aex education courses. 
5. United States Commissioner of Education, James E. Allen, called 
upon the nation's 1chool1 to give high priority to the improve-
ment of reading instruction.2 
Instruction at all levels has been affected by the above listed events. 
Curricula (from that of the elementary school to that of colleges) must change 
substantially in response to basic changes going on in society. Leaders are 
needed who can resolve present conflicts and who can reduce the tensions 
~ichael Rossman, "How We Learn Today in Americn," Saturday Review, 
Volume LV, Number 34 (August, 1972), p. 31. 
2Ben Brodinsky, ''Major Events of the Year and Decade," Phi Delta Kappan, 
February, 1970, pp. 297-98. 
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that come from them. If educational :1d'llinistrstors see that needed leadership 
iS provided, the public schools in the United States will become the most 
3 
effective Hgents for improvement in society. 
The school superintendent is in the key position to furnish leadership 
4 in curriculum planning. Although the superintendent may have a curriculum 
director charged with the responsibility of improving the curriculum, teachers 
apprecinte the superintendent who plans and works with them in bringing about 
improvements. Obviously, the size of the school district will have some 
relationship to the amount of time the superintendent is able to devote to 
direct participation with his staff. Nevertheless, the superintendent's 
presence at key meetings will help his staff to feel that he is interested in 
their efforts. Whether the superintendent in a small school district or the 
curriculum director in a large school district works directly with the staff 
is immaterial; the importance is attached to the quality of relationships whic 
exists and the quality of the planning which goes into the curriculum improve-
5 
ment program. 
Thi• chapter analyzes the elementary school superintendent's perceptions 
of his role in curricular innovation as compared with the expectations of the 
school board president. An interview instrument of thirty-one propositions wa 
developed for the purpose of collecting responses on perceptions and 
expectations. (See Appendix II.) Respondents were asked to select the 
3 Robert Wilson, Educational Admini1tration (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. 
Merrill Books, Inc., c1966), pp. 23-24. 
4Albert B. Shuster and Milton !. Ploghoft, !!!!. Emerging Bleinentary 
Curriculum (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., cl970), p. 561. 
5tbid. 
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response which they felt best suited their own particular situation vi.th 
respect to the item in question. Responses were quantified on a continuum 
ranging in point values from 1 to 5. The analysis of the responses to the 
thirty-one propositions of the instrument are to validate the five hypotheses 
of the study. 
HYPO'rBESIS I 
ELEMEll'l'AR.Y SCHOOL SUPDill'l'ENDDTS PDCEIVE THEMSELVES AS MAJC& 
POltCES IN IlUTIATI!E CUU.ICULAR CBA.-;E 
This hypothesis focuses on the self-perceptions of the elementary school 
superintendent as he initiates curricular change and innovation. One of the 
major purposes of this study is to determine whether the superintendent 
perceives himself as responsible for the introduction and implementation of 
innovative curricula. 
The following seven propositions from the interview instrument are 
related to the first hypothesis of this study: 
1. The superintendent should have an active role in the planning and 
developing of innovative programs of instruction. 
2. The elementary school superintendent should evaluate curricula 
with his staff on a continuous basis. 
3. The leadership for planning and developing innovative curricular 
practices comes from the superintendent. 
4. The elementary school superintendent's role is one which must 
encourage and support principals and teachers as curricular 
innovation is studied and implemented. 
S. The superintendent should asswne the responsibility for innovative 
subject matter and methodology once they have been implemented in 
the claHroom. 
6. The elementary school superintendent's role is one which is a major 
force in curricular innovation. 
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7. The elementary school superintendent should personally evaluate 
and approve all curricular changes before they are implemented. 
Tables 2 and 3 show the frequency (f) and per cent ('t) of superinten-
dents' and school board presidents' responses to the seven propositions <Px) 
related to Hypothesis I. 
Comparing the weighted values of the quantified responses of the 
superintendents' perceptions with the school board presidents' expectations to 
the seven propositions, a ~ratio of 1.78 is obtained greater than the .01 
level of significance with 12 degrees of freedom, thus indicating that there 
is no significant difference between the perceptions of the superintendents 
and the expectations of the board presidents. The perceptions and expectation 
are similar without any significant divergence from both means existing beyond 
the • 01 level. The data indicate that superintendents and school board 
presidents agree that the elementary school superintendent should be the major 
force in initiating curricular change. 
Proposition 1 
The superintendent should have an active role in the planning and 
developing of innovative programs of instruction. 
Analyzing proposition 1, twenty-three superintendents responded in the 
agreement end of the scale and perceive that the superintendent should have an 
active role in the planning and developing of innovative programs of instruc-
tion. Two superintendents are "undecided" and indicate that they do not know 
what the role of the elementary school superintendent is in the initiation and 
development of innovative curricula. Two of the twenty-seven superintendents 
interviewed "disagree" with proposition 1 and responded that they have many 
other responsibilities and have to delegate the responsibility of curricular 
,,,_. 
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TABLE 2 
RESPONSES OF SELECTED ELEME!f'?ARY SCHOOL SUPERINTDDENTS 'l'O SEVD 
PROPOSITIONS RELATED TO HYPOTHESIS ONE: ELEMDTARY SCHOOL 
SUPERIN'l'EIDDTS PERCEIVE 1'HEMSELVE8 AS MAJOR FORCES 
IN INITIATING CURRICULAR CHANGE 
-
H2 Strongly Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Dis-
/I. rree 
t % t J f' . j; t % t % 
pl 5 18.5 18 66.7 2 7.4 2 7.4 - -
-
p2 8 29.6 16 59.3 2 7.4 l 3.7 - -
-p 
2 7.4 16 59.3 l 3.7 7 25.9 l 3.7 3 
,P4 14 51.8 13 48.2 - - - - - -
P5 l 3.7 15 55.6 2 7. li 6 22.2 3 11.1 
p6 4 14.8 17 63.0 1 3.7 5 18.5 
- -
P7 4 14.8 14 51.9 2 7.4 4 14.8 3 11.l 
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'I'ABLE 3 
EXPECTATIONS OF SCHOOL BOARD PRl."SIDF.NTS AR RESPONffF.S WERE OB'l'AIN'ED TO 
SEVEN PROPOSITIONS RELATED TO HYPOTHESIS ONE 
% f 
3.7 -
3.7 -
·-
i.-.--.. 
3.7 
-
j 
-
-
-
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innovation to subordinates. The two respondents who "disagree" with proposi-
tion 1 are from medium size and large districts respectively. 
Lucio and McNeil hold that the key person in developing an effective 
program of instruction is the superintendent. The superintendent must rec-
ognize the importance of the curricular change and be willing to devote time 
and effort to the planning of the change with the curriculum coordinator, 
principals, and teachers. The superintendent must assume the responsibility 
for seeing that the school board, staff, and community understand the change. 6 
Of the twenty-seven school board presidents responding to proposition 1, 
one is "undecided" and one "disagrees," while the remaining twenty-five have 
responded in the agreement end of the scale. These twenty-five board 
presidents concur that the superintendent •hould have an active role in the 
planning and developing of innovative programs of instruction. One school 
board president stated: 
The primary responsibility of a school superintendent is to ensure 
educational progress. 1 expect him to be active in the planning 
stages of innovative curriculum change, and I expect him to follow 
through on a 11 curriculum changes once the changes have been 
implemented. 
The school bol'lrd president who is "undecided" in his response to 
proposition 1 commented that he does not know if the superintendent can take 
time from his busy schedule to actively participate in curricular planning; 
the datum from this respondent suggests that this board president does not rate 
curricular planning aa an area of high priority on the superintendent's list of 
6 William H. Lucio, and John D. McNeil, Supervision: ~ Sxnthesis of 
Thought !!!!Action (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1969), p. 111. 
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responsibilities. 
The school board president who "disagrees" with proposition 1 expreased 
th• opinion that a superintendent does not have time to plan innovative 
curricula because he must concentrate on the administrative functions of 
"running the district." A conflicting opinion is held by Shuster and Wetzler 
who state that the superintendent must take an active role in the process of 
curricular innovation. The superintendent must be an active participant in 
7 the planning and developing of innovative programs of instruction. 
Eighty-five per cent of the superintendents and 971. of the school board 
presidents interviewed a1ree that the superintendent should have an active rol 
in the planning and developing of innovative programs of instruction. From t 
data it is apparent that school superintendents and board presidents in 
suburban Cook County perceive the superintendent as an active agent in the 
planning stages of innovative curricula. The above perceptions and expecta-
tions are in accord with the literature which defines the role of the super-
intendent as that of instructional leader. 8 
Proposition 2 
The elementary school superintendent should evaluate curricula with 
his staff on a continuous basis. 
7 Albert B. Shuster and Wilson F. Wetzler, Leadership!!!, Elementary Schoo 
Administration and Supervision (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1968), 
p. 240. -
8 Wilson, op. cit., pp. 778-79. 
Of the twenty-seven elementary school superintendents interviewed 29.6% 
"strongly agree" with proposition 2; another 59.3% "agree." These superinten-
dents perceive the function of evaluating the curricultn as one which requires 
their direct participation. 
Two superintendents are "undecided" and do not know whether the 
responsibility for curricular evaluation can be delegated or whether the super· 
; ·1tend!!nt should take an active role in the evaluative process. 
The one superintendent who "disagrees" with proposition 2 stated: 
I rely on my assistants and principals to tell me what is going on. 
I have faith and confidence in their decisions concerning curricular 
innovation and usually abide by these decisions. 
Of the school hoard presidents 12 or 44 .4% "strongly agree" that the 
elementary school superintendent should ev~lunte curricula with his staff on a 
continuous basis; 14 or 51. 9't "agree" with proposition 2. One school board 
president 11disagreesn nnd observes that the superintendent need not work with 
his staff to evaluate curricula but rather should delegate the responsibility 
of evaluation to subordinates. "The superintendent" he noted, "should con-
centrate on the broader issues that affect the school district such as the neec! 
to build more schools and get bond issues passed." These issues are, of 
course, important, but one cannot divorce these responsibilities fr<Y11 the 
superintendent's responsibility to evaluate and i-11prove curricula in order that 
educational progress is realized. However, priorities should be established 
by the superintendent and the school board according to the needs of the 
community. 
Approximately 90%. of the respondents from each of the two groups agree 
that the elementary school superintendent should evaluate curricula with his 
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staff on a continuous basis. From the data it is apparent that the evaluation 
of curricul~ is a function of the superintendent which dernands his active 
participation. 
!_roposition 3 
The leadership for planning and developing innovative curricular 
practices comes from the superintendent. 
Of the superintendents interviewed 18 or 66.7"1. responded in the agree-
ment end of the sc.11 le to p~opodtion 3 while 1 or 3. 71.. are "undecided" or do 
not know who provides the le<1dership for planning curricular innovation. 
Seven or 25.9% of the superintendents "disagree," and 1 or 3. 7"1. "strongly 
disagree." Thus, the 29.6'7. of the superintendents responding in the disagree• 
ment end of the scale perceive that the planning and developing of innovative 
curricular practices comes from principals and teachers. These superinten-
dents perceive that innovation begins in the classroom, and that the super-
intendent merely provides the op1·ortunities for his subordinates to exercise a 
leadership role in curricular innovation. !t cannot be implied, however, that 
the superintendent is relieved of the responsibility for innovation. If the 
staff does nothing in terms of innovation, the superintendent had better 
exercise his leadership and initiate innovative practices in some wny himself 
or get his staff to work innovatively. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed, 7 or 25. 9% "strongly agree" 
that the leadership for planning and developing innovative curricular practices 
comes from the superintendent; 18 or 70.4"/o of the board presidents "agree" 
with proposition 3. One school bo.ird president "disagrees" and expressed the 
opinion that leadership for curricuLqr innovation should come frorn school 
principals. 
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Two-thirds of the superintendents perceive the'Tiselves as exerting 
leadership for the development of innovative curricula. Ninety-five percent 
of the board presidents expect the superintendent to de~onstrate leadership to 
principals and teachers if educational progress in the curriculu~ is to be 
reglized. The current literature supports these perceptions and expectations; 
the superintendent must exercise leadership in the area of curricular innova-
9 ~·:on, 'f he is to fulfill his role as educational leader. This leadership 
takes the fornt of encouraging, supporting, and coordinating the activities of 
the certificated staff with system-wide responsibilities for the 1-nprovement 
of learning experiences as curricular changes are planned .. ,d implemented •10 
Proposition 4 
The ele~entary school superintendent's role is one which ~ust encourage 
and support principals and teachers as curricular innovation is studied 
and implemented. 
Of the twenty-seven elementary school superintendents responding to 
proposition 4, 14, or 51.8% "strongly ngree," and 13 or 48.2% "agree." From 
the dBta it is app3rent that superintendents perceive their role as one which 
Must support the professional stnff as cutTicular innovations are studied and 
implemented in the classroom. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed 40. 7"/,, "strongly agree" with 
proposition 4 while 59.3':. "agree." School board presidents expect the 
superintendent to support and encourage principals ilnd tenchers as curricular 
changes :ire studied, evaluated, and implemented. This expectation is 
9Edwin A. P'ensch and llobert E. Wilson, The Superintendency Team 
Columbus, Ohio: Charles. E. Merrill Books, Inc., cl964), p. 135. 
1<\-ensch and Wilson, op. cit., p. 135. 
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consistent with the writings of the National Education Association who c~ll 
upon the superintendent to exercise leadership by inspiring and encouraging 
supervisors, principals. and teachers as curriculum is changed in accordance 
with a long range plan of curricular improvement •11 
Proposition 5 
The superintendent should assume the responsibility for innovative 
subject matter and methodology once they have been imple•nented ln 
the classroom. 
Of the superintendents interviewed 16 or 59.3'%. responded in the agreement 
end of the scale and perceive that the superintendent should assume the 
responsibility for innovative subject ~atter and methodology once they have 
been implemented in the classroom. Two or 7.4'%. of the superintendents are 
"undecided 0 or do not know which responsibilities the superintendent should 
assume as he exerts his leadership role; 6 or 22.2i "disagree" with proposition 
5, and 3 or 11.lt "strongly disagree." 
One of the superintendents who responded in the agreement end of the 
sc;ile noted that even though he may delegate responsibility, he is ultimately 
responsible for the outcome. The two superintendents who are "undecided 11 to 
proposition 5 indicate that they do not know what their responsibilities are 
in relation to thei.r staffs as curricular innovations are planned. The 
superintendents who disagree that the superintendent should assume the 
responsibility for innovative subject matter and methodology once they h;:ive 
been implemented in the classroom perceive thiit this responsibility belongs to 
11National Education Association, Role 2!_ Supervisor ~Curriculum 
Director in .! Cli!l'late of Change (Yearbook of the Association for Supervision 
and Curriculum Development, washington, D.C., National Education Association, 
1%5), p. 13. 
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building principals. These superintendents do not seem to realize that they 
are ultimately responsible for the curricular innovations occurring within 
their school districts. These superintendents give the impression of being 
detached from curriculum and possibly more interested in other areas of the 
superintendency role. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed 5 or 18.5'%. "strongly agree" 
to proposition 5; 17 or 63. or. "agree;" one is"undecided •" and 4 or 14. 81 
"disagree." Thus, 81.5'%. of the board presidents expect the superintendent to 
assume responsibility for innovative subject matter and methodology once they 
have been implemented in the classroom. The four board presidents who 
responded in the disagreement end of the scale expect the responsibility for 
curricular innovations to rest with principals and teachers. One respondent i· 
this category commented: 
The superintendent has enough to do without assuming the respouaibility 
for changes in the classroom. I expect the principal and the classroom 
teachers to be accountable for curriculum and cbanaes in that 
curriculum. 
The nine superintendents and the four board presidents responding in the 
disagreement end of the scale to proposition 5 overlook that it is not only 
the superintendent'• responsibility but also bis professional duty to be 
accountable for all curricular cbange. 12 If there are problems due to changes 
in the cUTriculum, the superintendent must answer and be accountable to the 
students, parents, community, teachers, and school board. A superintendm t 
can delegate authority for curricular improvement, but by virtue of bis 
12 Fenech and Wilson, .22• .5.!l_., p. 136. 
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position as instructional leader he cannot delegate the responsibility for the 
final outcome. 
Proposition 6 
-
The elementary school superintendent's role is one which is a major 
force in curricular innovation. 
The superintendent is in the position to motivate, encourage, and direct 
staff in the development and implementation of innovative curricula. 13 Of the 
elementary school superintendents 4 or 14. 87:, .. strongly agree" that one 
elementary school 1uperintendent•s role is one which is a major force in 
curricular innovatic,n; 17 or 63. ot "agree"; one superintendent is "undecided"; 
and 5 or 18.5'%. "disagree." Thus, 77.rrt.. of the superintendents perceive them-
selves as prime movers in the process of inr,ovating the curriculum. The five 
superintendent• who responded in the disagreement end of the scale perceive 
their teachers and principals as the rr•jor forces in curricular innovation and 
do not perceive themselves as agents responsible for curricular improvements; 
these superintendents expect their subordinate• to assume the respon1ibility 
for evaluatins and initiating change in the inatructional program. 
Issue is taken with the above five respondents; the importance of the 
superintendent of schools cannot be over-emphasized as he related to the 
effectiveness of curricular innovation. Teachers are eager for the super-
1ntendent' s active support of their efforts to improve pupil learning. 
Culbertran and Bencley state that the initiation of curricular innovation is 
basically the responsibility of the superintendent. 14 
13ill!· 
14Jack A. Culbert1on and Stephen P. Hencley, Preparina Administrators: 
lf!:!!Perspectives (Columbus, Ohio: University Council for lducational 
Administration, 1962), p. 156. 
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Of the board presidents interviewed 10 or 37. ot "strongly agree" with 
proposition 6; 16 or 59.J'J. "agree," and 1 or 3.7'!. "disagree." Thus, 96.J'J. of 
the school board presidents expect the superintendent to be the major force or 
primary mover in curricular innovation; they expect the superintendent to be 
the motivating force behind curricular change and innovation. 
The data indicate that there is general agreement between the elementary 
school superintendents' perception and school board presidents' expectations o 
the proposition that the elementary school superintendent is the major force 
in the process of initiating and implementing curricular change. The super-
intendant is self-perceived and expected by the board president to encourage 
staff members and offer support in order that curricular innovations can occur. 
The superintendent is self-perceived and expected to delegate authority, but 
at the same time remain accountable for all changes within the curriculum. 
Proposition 7 
The elementary school superintendent should personally evaluate and 
approve all curricular changes before they are implemented. 
Four or 14. 8'L of the elementary school superintendents "strongly agree" 
with proposition 7; 14 or 51.9t "agree"; 2 superintendents of 7.4'!. are 
"undecided" or do not know to what extent the superintendent should be involve 
in the evaluative process necessary for the implementation of curricular 
change; 4 or 14. st. "disagree," and 3 or 11. l'J. of the superintendents 
"strongly disagree" to proposition 7. 
The superintendents who responded in the agreement end of the scale 
perceive that the superintendent should work closely with staff as curricular 
changes are studied, evaluated, and implemented. These superintendents 
perceive that the superintendent has the responsibility to evaluate curricular 
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proposals before curricular changes are implemented. 
The superintendents who responded in the disagreement end of the scale 
e~pressed that teachers should evaluate proposed curricular changes. These 
8uperintendents do not perceive themselves as being in a position to make 
evaluative decisions reaarding the curriculum since they are not in the class-
room working with students on a continuous basis. According to Culbertson and 
Hencley, evaluation of curriculum change is the personal responsibility of the 
15 
superintendent. Over 651 of the superintendents interviewed agree that the 
superintendent should personally review and evaluate proposed curricular 
change or neglect one of bis prime responsibilities. 
Six or 22 .21 of the school board presidents "strongly agree" that the 
elementary school superintendent should personally evaluate and appTove all 
curricular changes before they are implemented; 14 or 51. 9l "agree"; 2 or 7 .4't 
are "undecided," and 5 or 18.51 "disagree." 
The twenty board presidents who responded in the agreement end of the 
scale expect the supeTintendent to personally evaluate and approve curricular 
changes. They expect the superintendent to be actively involved in the 
process where curricular changes are studied, evaluated, and implemented. 
The two board presidents who are "undecided" in their response to 
proposition 7 indicate that they do not know the extent to which the 
elementary school superintendent should be involved in the study of curricular 
changes. 
15culbertson and Hencley, op. cit., p. 156. 
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The five board presidents who disagree to proposition 7 expect the 
superintendent to delegate the task of curricular evaluation to the curricultvn 
coordinator. The curriculum coordinator is expected to report to the super-
intendent. These board presidents do not expect the superintendent to devote 
bis time to the task of curricular evaluation when there is a curriculum 
coordinator hired for this very task. According to Fensch and Wilson, these 
board presidents are not aware that even though a curriculum coordinator is 
hired for the purpose of reviewing, evaluating, and implementing new curricula, 
the superintendent must still take an active role in the process of curriculum 
development or run the risk of being derelict in one of his most important 
16 
responsibilities. 
Therefore, 66.7i of the superintendents perceive their role as one in 
which they must personally evaluate and approve all curricular changes before 
they are implemented; 74.li of the board presidents expect the superintendent 
to he engaged in the evaluative process and personally give his approval to 
curricular changes before the changes are implemented in the classroom. 
Conclusions 
Combining all the responses to the seven propositions related to 
Hypothesis I, it bas been found that of tbe 189 possible responses from 
elementary school superintendents, 147 respouses or 78'%. agree that the 
elementary school superintendents in suburban Cook County perceive themselves 
as major forces in initiating curricular change. It has been stated and 
16Fensch and Wilson, .22.·....ill·, pp. 135. 
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justified in Chapter I that there must be 66t agreement on the combined pro-
positions related to a given hypothesis before the hypothesis can be accepted 
as valid. Therefore in light of the 78'%. agreement, Hypothesis I is accepted; 
elementary school superintendents do perceive themselves as primary movers in 
the area of curriculum development and assign priority to this role. 
The current literature defines the in.itiation of curriculum improvement 
as the basic respo'l\Sibility of the superintendent. The superintendent of 
schools who encourages teachers to try new ideas, who supports action research 
projects which are carefully developed, and who realizes which part of the 
curriculum needs modification is accepting his role as instructional leader. 17 
From the data it is apparent that superintendents generally agree that 
curricular improvement is one of the primary reason• for their positions. 
Comments such as the following are typical of those received during the 
interviews with the elementary school superintendents in the study: 
This is what my job is about. I am here for the education of ki4s. 
Sure, there are other areas that have to be tended to, but priority must 
be given to curriculum. 
I lead by assisting teachers to develop curricula. I don't develop 
the curriculum myself, but I drop the "seeds". I am constantly 
dropping "seeds" for innovation. I have coffee with teachers at a 
different school every morning. I usually drop hints for a new 
program that I want to see materialize. Often, they are bangina on 
my door telling me about a great idea they just thought of. That's 
what I mean by dropping "seeds." I let them think it's their idea, 
and I offer all the help I can to get "their" program off the ground. 
17Albert H. Shwater and Milton E. Ploghoft, !!!.!. Emerging Elementary 
Curriculum (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., cl970), 557. 
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I better be involved in curriculum or the school board will be on my 
back before you can blink an eye. I had better be informed as to the 
directionality of our curriculum programs, and I must provide the 
opportunities for my staff to innovate for improved and better programs 
of instruction. 
Of the 42 responses that expressed "undecidedness" or "disagreement" 
1fi,th any or all of the seven propositions related to Hypothesis I, the attitude 
was that principals and teachers are the prime forces in the introduction and 
implementation of curricular change. Shuster and Ploghoft note that a super-
intendent who does not perceive his role as that of primary mover in curricular 
innov~tion is not accepting his role as educational leader. 18 
Comparing the frequency of responses of the superintendents' perceptions 
and the school board presidents' expectations related to Hypothesis I, it has 
been statistically determined with a ~ratio of 1.78 with twelve degrees of 
freedom that there is no significant difference between the perceptions of the 
superintendents and the expectations of the board presidents. The perceptions 
and expectations are similar without any significant difference in both means 
existing beyond the .01 level. Superintendents and school board presidents 
generally agree that the elementary school superintendent should be a major 
force in initiating curricular change. (Initiation is defined as the 
coordination, support and encourage~ent of staff as new curricula are 
developed and implemented.) The data only indicate agreement in the super-
intendent's perception of his role in curricular innovation and the school 
board president's expectation of that tole. The data do not indicate that 
18 Shuster, and Ploghoft, op. cit., 557. 
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there will necessarily be agreement in other facets of the superintendent's 
role. 
HYPetrHES IS II 
SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS EXPECT CURRICULAR CHANGE AND INNOVATION TO 
ORIGINATE IN THE SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE. 
Hypothesis II focuses on the expectations of school board presidents as 
to the role of the elementary school superintendent in curricular change and 
innovation. School board presidents work closely with superintendents as 
budgets are created and expenditures approved; school board presidents work 
closely with superintendents as tax rates are reviewed, as bul:lding programs 
are considered plus a host of other tasks that are essential for the operation 
of schools. Through such a working relationship there also develops the schoo 
board president's expectations for the role of the superintendent as the super 
intendant provides the leadership for the continuation or initiation of 
innovative curricular practices. 
The five propositions related to Hypothesis II are: 
1. The superintendent must assume the responsibility for identifying 
curricular areas that are in need of change. 
2. The superintenden~ and his central office staff should initiate 
curricula that provide for the long term and continuous needs of 
students. 
3. The school superintendent's willingness and enthusiasm for innova-
tion is reflected through the cooperative effotrts of principals and 
teachers. 
4. The superintendent should work closely with outside consultants as 
he and his staff consider curricular changes. 
5. Curricular innovation cannot occur unless leadership in the area is 
exercised by the superintendent. 
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The frequency and percent of responses from school board presidents and 
elementary school superintendents are shown in Tables 4 and 5 respectively. 
Comparing the frequency of responses of the board presidents' expecta-
tions and the superintendents' perceptions to the five propositions related to 
aypothesis II, a ~ratio of 1.62 is obtained (greater than the .01 level of 
significance with 8 degrees of freedom), thus indicating that there is no 
significant difference between the expectations of board presidents and the 
perceptions of the superintendents; the expectations and perceptions are 
similar without any significant difference in both means existing beyond the 
.01 level. School board presidents and school superintendents agree that 
curricular change and innovation should originate with the superintendent. 
Proposition 1 
The superintendent must assume the responsibility for identifying 
curricular areas that are in need of change. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed 6 or 22 .21!. "strongly agree" 
that the superintendent must assume the responsibility for identifying 
curricular areas that are in need of change; 16 or 59.3-X. ''agree," and 5 or 
18.5'%. "disagree." 
The board presidents who responded in the agreement end of the scale to 
~roposition 1 expect the superintendent to be an educator concerned primarily 
with the educational progress of the school district. These board presidents 
are aware that even though much of the responsi~ility for identifying curricul 
in need of change has to be delegated to subordinates in the superintendent's 
staff, the superintendent must still remain responsible and accountable to the 
school board and the community for the viability of curricula. 
The five board presidents who "disagree" with proposition 1 do not 
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TABLE 4 
RESPONSES OF SELECTED SCHOOL BOMU> PRESIDENTS TO SIX PROPOSITIONS REUTED 
TO HYPOlHES IS TWO: SCHOOL BOt\RD PRESIDENTS EXPECT CURRICULAR CHA~E AND 
INNOVATION TO ClUGINATE IN THE SUPERINTENDENT'S OFFICE 
~ Stronaly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Aaree Diaa.szree 
f 't f 't f '1 f ,_ f '%. 
P1 6 22.2 16 59.3 - - 5 18.S - -
P2 4 14.8 19 70.4 .. .. 1 3.7 2 7.4 
P3 7 25.9 18 66.7 2 7.4 - - - -
P4 2 7.4 13 48.2 6 22.2 5 18.5 1 3.7 
P5 2 7.4 18 66.7 5 18.5 2 7.4 - -
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TABLE 5 
RESPONSE OF SELECTED ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENTS TO SIX PROPOSITIONS 
RElATED TO HYPOTHESIS TWO: SCHOOL BOARD PRESID!NrS EXPECT CURRICULAR 
CBAICE ARD INNOVATION TO <JUGINATE IN THE SUPERINrENDENT' S 
OFFICE 
~ Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly Agree Disaaree 
f 'Z f '%. f % f .,;, f % 
pl 8 29.6 14 51.9 - - 5 18.5 - -
'2 5 18.5 18 66.7 3 11.1 1 3.7 - -
P3 7 25.9 19 70.5 - - 1 3.7 - -
P4 2 7 .4 12 44.4 3 11.1 10 37.0 - -
p5 - - 12 44.4 1 3.7 14 51. 9 - -
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e~pect the superintendent to assume the responsibility for identifying 
curricular areas that are in need of change. They expect the superintendent 
to delegate this responsibility to the curriculum coordinator, principals, and 
most importantly teachers. One board president responded: 
If anybody is in a position to identify needed changes in the 
curriculum, it has to be the classroom teacher. She knows the 
curriculum better than anyone else. 
The Bbove five board presidents expect the superintendent to assume t 1,e 
managerial responsibilities of 11running" the school district. Curriculum work 
is expected to be done by subordinates. The superintendent is expected to 
work on budgets, tax rates, construction of school buildings, and those areas 
thHt require the expertise of a businessman. These five board presidents fail 
to realize that even though the authority to review the curriculum and identify 
areas in need of change might be delegated, the superintendent cannot delegate 
the professional responsibility for this task because in the final analysis 
the superintendent must remain accountable to the school hoard, community, 
19 
staff, and students. 
Of the elementary school superintendents interviewed, 8 or 29.6\ 
"strongly agree" that the superintendent must assume the responsibility for 
identifying curricular areas in need of change; 16 or 59.3i "agree," and 5 or 
18.51. "disagree." Thus, the self·perceived responses of the superintendents 
are al~ost identical to the expectations of school board presidents to the same 
proposition. 
The superintendents who responded in the agreement end of the scale 
19aoss L. Neazley and Dean N. Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision 
~ Instruction (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1960), p. 213. 
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perceive their role as educational leaders who 'llust work closely with staff to 
identify curriculum that is in ·1eed of change. They perceive a "superinten-
dency team" comprised of a superintendent, curriculu'll coordinator, principals, 
and teachers working cooperatively to improve curricula. These superinten-
dents perceive themselves as coordinators of tie activities of the professional 
staff. 
The five superintendents who "disagree" with proposition 1 perceive that 
it is better to be removed from curriculum matters and concentrate on the 
administrative duties th<1t are essentia 1 for the operation of the school 
district. 
The literature states that the responsibility to identify curricular 
areas in need of change rests ultimately with the superintendent. The super-
intendent not only has the responsibility to change and i:nprove curriculum but 
20 the professional duty. 
Proposition 2 
The superintendent and his central office staff should initiate 
curricula that provide for the long term and continuous needs of 
students. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed 4 or 14. 8'%. "stronzly agree., 
that the superintendent and his central office staff should initiate curricula 
that provide for the long term and continuous needs of students; 19 or 70.41. 
"agree"; 1 or 3.71. "disagree," and 2 or 7.4% "strongly disagree" with 
proposition 2. 
20 Andrew W. Halpin, !!!!.. Leadership Behavior !!!. School Suf!rintendents 
(Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, University of Chicago, 1959), p.119. 
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The 88.9'%. of the board presidents responding in the agreement end of the 
scale expect the superintendent and his central office staff to function as a 
superintendency team that initiates curricula based on goals and objectives 
generated from the needs of students. 
The 11.141 of the board presidents responding in the "disagreement" end 
of the scale object to proposition 2 because they feel it is limited to the 
"superintendent and his central office staff." These board prea1dents expect 
all of the professional staff from the classroom teacher to the school super-
intendent to initiate innovative curricula that provides for the long term 
needs of students. This cannot be disputed, however, the proposition does not 
exclude principals and teachers from the task of curricular innovation. 
Curricular innovation and improvement is a process in which all certificated 
personnel must taken an active role. 
Of the elementary school superintendents interviewed 5 or 18.541 
"strongly agree" with proposition 2; 18 or 66.J"X. "agree"; 3 or 11.1'%. are 
"undecided," and 1 or 3.7"1. "disagree." 
The 85 .2'%. of the superintendents responding in the "agreement" end of the 
scale perceive the elementary school superintendent as actively engaged with 
his central office staff in curriculum and the initiation of needed changes 
within the curriculum. The 11.1'%. who are "undecided" do not know if the 
initiation of curricular change is the responsibility of the superintendent 
or if such responsibility belongs to principals and teachers. These super-
intendents are unaware that it is not a question of "el ther .•• or," but rather 
an area of responsibility that involves the cooperative efforts of all three 
groups of professionals--the superintendent, the central office staff, 
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principals, ~nd teachers. 
The one superintendent who "disagrees 11 with proposition 2 perceives the 
responsibility of curricular innovation as belonging to a curriculum 
coordinator. This superintendent does not perceive his role as one which 
demdnds or necessitates involvement in curricular problems when there is a 
curriculum coordinator hired for this specific purpose. This perception is 
narrow and one that does not define the role of the chief administrator as an 
instructional leader; this perception does not deleniate between authority and 
responsibility as has been discussed :ibove. 
From the data, 88.9% of the board presidents and 85.2% of the superinten 
dents agree that the superintendent and his central office staff should 
initiate curricula that provide for the long term and continuous needs of 
students. 
Proposition 3 
The school superintendent's willingness and enthusiasm for innovation 
is reflected through the cooperative efforts of princip<ils and 
teachers. 
Seven or 25.<1% of the twenty-seven school board presidents responding to 
proposition 3 "strongly agree" that the superintendent's willingness and 
enthusiasm to innovate is reflected through the cooperative efforts of 
principals and teachers; 18 or 66.7% "agree"; and 2 or 7.t~ are "undecided." 
Thus, 92.6% of the responding school board presidents are in the agreement end 
of the scale with reference to proposition 3 ::ind perceive th.'.'lt a superintendent 
who is enthusiastic about curricular.innovation will genernte the same 
enthusiasm in his staff. School board presidents expect the superintendent to 
be enthusiastic about innovations if the cooperative efforts among principals 
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1nd teachers ,,re to he realized in the area of curriculum i·nprovement. 
The two board presidents that rJre "undecided" <ire not sure what effect 
the superintendent's entbusias~ or lack thereof bas on principals and teachers 
as they work together to i111prove the curriculu"l. It is inferred that these 
respondents do not see:ri to understand the dynamics of interpersona 1 relation-
ships and their possible effects on the entire school district. 
Of the eleinentary school superintendents interviewed, 7 or 25.9% 
"strongly agree" to proposition 4; 19 or 70.S'i.. "agree," and one or 3.7% of the 
superintendents "disagree." Thus, 96.3% of the superintendents have responded 
in the agreement end of the scale and perceive the superintendent's enthusias•n 
to innovate to be reflected by the cooperative efforts of his staff. There-
fore, of the twenty-seven responding superintendents, twenty-six accept 
proposition 3. The one superintendent who disagrees does not perceive his 
enthusiasm to innovate to affect his principals and teachers in their willing-
ness to initiate change in the curriculU'Tl. "If the staff wants to innovnte, 
they will innovate. If I am enthusiflstic about an issue, it does not mean 
they will he." According to the literature of the social psychology of educa-
tion, such a response l'lay .'Appear n:.Iive and demonstrates a lack of understanding 
for the potenti~l of the leadership role. In this context leadership embraces 
the art of getting people to do what the leader wants the 1 to do while 11aking 
them think it is their own iden. 2 1 
Combining the responses of board presidents and superintendents, the data 
21 W.W. Charters, Jr. and N.L. Gage (Eds.), Readings in the Social 
Psychology of Education (Boston: Allyn 1nd Bacon, 1963), pp. 331-()2. 
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state that 92.61. of the board presidents and 96.31. of the superintendents agre 
that the superintendent's enthusiasm and willingness to innovate is reflected 
in the cooperative efforts of principals and teachers. Both groups place 
great value on the superintendent's demonstration of enthusiasm toward 
curricular innovation because such enthusiasm is perceived to be passed on to 
all members of the staff. If the staff is enthusiastic, the initiation and 
implementation of innovative subject content and methodology will be greatly 
22 
facilitated. 
Proposition 4 
The superintendent should work closely with outside consultants as 
he and his staff consider curricular changes. 
Two or 7 .4% of the board presidenta "strongly agree" that the superinten-
dent should work closely with outside consultants as he and his staff consider 
curricular changes; 13 or 48.2'%. "agree"; 6 or 22 .21. are "undecided": 5 or 18. 5 
"disagree," and one board president "strongly disagrees." Thus, 55. 64%. of the 
board presidents are in agreement to proposition 4; they expect the superinten 
dent to work with outside consultants and to provide opportunities so that 
teachers and principals can be involved in this work. These hoard presidents 
expect the work with outside consultants to be a cooperative effort of all 
staff members with the superintendent providing the leadership for a gainful 
working relationship. 
The board presidents who disagree with proposition 4 all take issue with 
the concept of utilizing outside consultants. The general attitude expressed 
22 Ihid. 
!.s that outside consul t;ints <'re not needed for they corne into a school district, 
:riake rec()lnmend;itions, and then leave--they do not have to live with the 
reco:ittended changes if these changes are b1plemented. One board president 
replied: 
Don't talk to me about consultants. I don't believe in them. We h<1ve 
teachers, princip,:il.s and :id1T1inistr;:itive staff members who are extre<nely 
cO'T!petent and ready to imple:nent change when and where necessary. 
Thus, the data indicate that 44.4% of the school board presidents 
interviewed do not perceive ri need for consultative servi.ces. Benja:'lin M. 
)~chs st11tes that in order to develop 11n integrnted program of instruction, 
the school district must be willing to devote more time ;-ind money to the use 
of outside consultants. In an ongoing progrem of innovative practices, the 
utilization of consultative services is an integral part of the program. 21 
Therefore, the board presidents who responded in the disagreement end of the 
scale to proposition 4 may not be fully informed of how and when to use out-
side con~ult<Jnts as well as the gains to be realized by their utilization, or 
these board presidents may disagree with the educational authorities who 
,dvocate the use of the outside consult;int as a means of broadening the per-
ceptions within a school district. 
Of the superintendents interviewed, 2 or 7 .4% "strongly agree" with 
proposition 5; 12 or 44.4% "agree"; 3 or 11.1% i'lre 11 undecl.ded," and 10 or 
37. 0% "disagree. 11 Thus 51. S% of the superintendents agree that the superinten 
dent should work closely with outside consultants and thus perceive their role 
'.\S one which requires C!cti.ve participation as curriculnr changes are planned 
23Benja'l·dn M. Sachs, Educational Administration: A Behavioral Approasb, 
(New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., cl%B), p. 228. 
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and implemented • 
The superintendents who "disagree" to proposition 4 take issue with the 
use of outside consultants and perceive them as unnecessary-•• ... there are 
teachers, principals, and administrators within my own district that 
demonstrate talents unrivaled by any consultant. 11 
It is thus indicated thP.t the 22.21. of the board presidents and the 37.02 
of the superintendent who disagree with proposition 4 do so primnrily because 
they object to the use of outside consultants when talented personnel are 
found within their own school districts. 
Fifty-six per cent of the board presidents and 51.8'%. of the superinten-
dents agree that the superintendent should work closely with outside con-
sultants as he and his staff consider changes in the curriculum; they perceive 
the role of the superintendent as one which requires active participation in 
curriculum work. 
The board presidents and the superintendents who are "undecided" in 
reference to proposition 4 either have not solidified thef-,- perceptions of the 
role of the outside consultant or they may feel personally threatened by bis 
presence. 
Again, the superintendents and the school board presidents who disagree 
to proposition 4 or who are undecided do not enviaion outside consultant• and 
their profe11ional staffs as working "hand-in-hand •11 The profeHional 
approach would be to establish a planned program for the utilization of outside 
consultants which will lead directly to self-study, self-evaluation, research, 
24 
and comnitment to learning as a lifelong task. The current literature 
24s,,,chs. o·- cit p 22 8 
-  ,... . . , . . 
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advocates planned change and favors the use of soci.a 1 technology, plirticul~rly 
professional guidance from the outside consultant to effect systenntic iu~prove­
ment in the school program. 25 
rroposition s 
Curricular innovation cannot occur unless leadership is exercised by 
the superintendent. 
Two or 7 .4°4 of the board presidents "strongly agree" to proposition 5; 
18 or 66. 71 "agree"; 5 or 18. 5'L are "undecided" and indicate that they do not 
know if it is necessary for the superintendent to exercise leadership if 
curricular innovation is to occur. Two or 7.4-X. of the board presidents 
"disagree" with proposition 5. 
At the agreement end of the scale, 74.l'L of the board presidents inter-
viewed agree that curricular innovation cannot occur unleae leadership is 
exerted by the euperintendent. These board presidents expect the euperinten-
dent to be involved in the curriculum, to lead, motiv~te, coordinate, and 
support the activities of the professional staff. 
The two board presidents who "disagree" with proposition 5 expect 
teachers to demonstrate leadership in curricular innovation and thus, it is not 
necessary, according to these board presidents, for the superintendent to be 
actively engaged in the process of curriculnr innovation. These two board 
presidents expect that creative, innovative teachers will improve the 
curriculum regardless of the leadership (or lack of it) offered by the super-
intendent. 
25 Fensch and Wilson, op. cit., p. 147. 
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Of the elementary school superintendents interviewed, 12 or 44.4% 
"agree" with proposition 5; one is "urviecided"; .Jn<l stgnlfic.'.lnt1;, 14 or 51.9'%. 
"di sagTee." 
Thus, over 50% of the ele~~entary school superintendents interviewed 
perceive their subordin;-ites, from teachers to administrative nssistants, a~ 
responsible for the initiation of curricular innovation. These superintendents 
perceive their role RI one which is not :ihsolutely necessary t•:> the process of 
initiating ,gnd imple·nenting change in the curriculu·n. Typic·11 respo:'lses frcnn 
superintendents in this category are: 
Hy te»chers are the ones who bring about change tn the currlculum. 
Whether or not I offer leadership in this a~ea is of little 
signif~cance. The most important ingredient in the initiation l)f 
change is the energetic, enthusi~sttc, creative, classroo~ tencher. 
1 Clfllnot hold back innovation by lscl< of le3dershtp. Tf the sto1ff 
really wants to innovate, they will innovate. 
These superintendents are not perceiving their role as that of instructional 
leaders. They fail to understand that the key person in developing an effect-
ive program of instruction is the superintendent. Lucio and McNeil state that 
the superintendent must recognize: the importance of change and be wl l ling to 
devote ti~e and effort to planning curricular change with the staff. The 
superintendent must also take the responsibility for seeing that the school 
2;i board, stiff, and community understand the change. 
The 12 or 44 .41. of the superintendents who "agree" that curricular 
innovation cannot occur unless leadership is exercised by the superintendent d 
26 Lucio and McNeil, op. cit., p. 35. 
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perceive their role as essential to the development and implementation of 
changes affecting subject content and methodology. These superintendents 
perceive themselves as leaders who are responsible for educational progress. 
They perceive themselves as motivating, inspiring, and directing teachers in 
the development and implementation of curricular change. 
conclusions 
Of the 162 possible responses from school board presidents, 127 or 78.4i 
are in agreement to the five propasitions related to Hypothesis II. Thus, 
Hypothesis II is accepted; school board presidents do expect curricular change 
and innovation to originate in the superintendent's office. Typical responses 
from school board presidents interviewed are: 
The superintendent is responsible for the direction in which the 
district moves when speaking of innovations. He sets the mood 
among teachers for change; he sells the community; he coordinates 
the activities of the staff so that the changes are for the good of 
the students. 
The superintendent is the focal point of a school district; his 
office administers the affairs of the district and offers the 
leadership so that change can occur. Teachers cannot make changes 
in the curriculum unless there is guidance a'Qd approval from the 
chief administrator. 
The superintelldent bad better know the areas of the curriculum that 
are weak. If be doesn't know and doesn't correct them, we'll find a 
new superintendent. 
A superintendent administers the district. When we talk about 
curriculum, we are talking of just one of bis responsibilities, 
but granted, an important responsibility. Yes, curriculum improve-
ment should start with the superintendent in the sense that he is 
the leader. 
Business affairs should be delegated. 
ve are hiring a teacher of teachers. 
would have hired a businessman. 
When we hire a superintendent, 
If we wanted a businessman, we 
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Over 7~ of the school board presidents interviewed expect the superin-
tendent to be an educator who gives guidance and direction to his staff in 
matters of the instructional program (e.g. identifying areas of need in the 
curriculum, working with outside consultants, and being able to understand and 
realize the effective implementation of suggestions related to curricular 
improvement.) The data indicate that the superintendent is the one who is 
expected to provide the leadership in order that changes in the curriculum 
can occur. School board presidents expect the superintendent to be informed 
on all matters related to curriculum. One school board president noted, "the 
superintendent can say 'I don't know' just so many times; after that he had 
better have answers. This is especially true when we have questions pertain-
ing to the instructional programs being provided for the kids." 
The superintendent is hired as an educator with the leadership training 
to motivate and inspire teachers in order that they can provide the best 
educational programs possible for the students. 27 From the data it is apparent 
that school board presidents expect the superintendent to be the leader of 
teachers and guide them in the process of curricular development and improve-
ment. 
Comparing the responses of board presidents to the responses of 
elementary school superintendents, board presidents and superintendents are in 
agreement to the first four propositions related to Hypothesis II. The data 
from proposition 5 indicate that board presidents' expectations differ from the 
27Neazley and Evans, op. cit., p. 213. 
perceptions of superintendents as to whether curricular innovation can occur if 
the superintendent does not exercise leadership. Thus, 74.ti of the board 
presidents agree that the superintendent's leadership is essential to curriculf~ 
innovation; only 44.4i of the superintendents agree that this statement is 
true. Therefore, the data suggests that board presidents place greater 
emphasis on the leadership role of the superintendent in the process of 
curricular innovation than do superintendents. Less than 50't of the supe rin-
tendents perceive their leadership role as essential to the introduction of 
new curricula; 51.9'%. of the superintendents perceive that innovation will 
occur in spite of the degree of leadership offered by their office because 
teachers are the most important factors in the process of developing and 
improving the curricula. 
The current literature calls for the superintendent to become anJ 
instructional leader. Administrative preparatory programs, boards of educa-
tion, state laws, and citizens all have attempted to put this title upon him. 
While the precise meaning of the title may be clouded, it is probable that all 
interpreters have in mind the image of an able, talented educator who is lead-
ing his schooldistrict to better programs of instruction. Little improvement 
has been made in the definition of leadership over that which was offered by 
Ordway Tead over thirty-five years ago. 11Leadership is the activity of 
influencing people to cooperate toward some goa 1 which they come to find 
desirable. 1128 
28 Ordway Tead, The Art of Leadership (New York: Whittlesey House, 
McGraw-Hill Book Co., Inc., 1935). 
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Fensch and Wilson note that the superintendent's leadership is essential 
to the process of curricular improvement, however, the ad~inistration of 
instruction is usually among the first functions to be delegated. The 
priority is determined by the importance of the function, the enor,nity of the 
responsibility, the superintendent's cro1petence in the area, and the avail-
ability of a suitable assistant. Sane superintendents are reluctant to let 
loose this vit~l phase of school management because of their own training and 
experience in the field or because they fully realize that the success of the 
total school district marches upon progress in learning. A school is justified 
only by its quality of learning. Understandably, it is a frightening 
experience fo'r a conscientious supeTintendent to turn over the core of .-Jn 
organization to a subordinate. 
Eventually, however, a superintendent of a growing district is struck 
with two realizations which persuade him to delegate curriculu.n responsibi li-
ties. First, until he releases the bulk of instructiona 1 1nanagement, he 
re~' 1 ly has insignificant relief for his office. The ramifications of learning 
and teaching are so extensive as to heep the chief executive from fulfilling 
his other duties. Even after appointing an assistant (or cuTTiculum 
coordinator), the superintendent will spend a considerable portion of the 
school year With some aspect of lnstruction. 
Second, the superintendent realizes that there is a greater supply of 
professional people prepared to bundle this assignment than any other. For 
more than a quarter of a century, universities have been turning out 
administrators whose preparatory programs aTe crammed with curricular informa-
tion. Every certificated teacher has a start on becoming an instructional 
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specialist. Every practicing certificated ndministrator has been s0<newhat 
involved with curricular problems. It does not fol low th<it tt 11 teachers and 
administrators possess the other qualifications needed for instruction, but 
the farm system for possible appointees is more productive than for any other 
administrative function. Therefore, the superintendent should release his 
instructional duties with the confidence that curriculum change is in good 
29 bands. 
The superintendent may delegate curricular duties, but he will always be 
responsible for the instructional program. This is true regardless of the size 
of the school district. In the final analysis, it is the superintendent's 
responsibility and professional duty to see to it that curriculum improvement 
is a continuous process that is of benefit to students and community. 30 
HYPCYrHESIS Ill 
ELEMENl'ARY SCHOOL SUPE'RIN'l'ENDENI'S PERCEIVE THEIR. ROLES IN INITIATIR"; 
CURRICULAR INNOVATIONS AS BEING IN HARMONY WITH SCHOOL BOARD POLICY. 
This hypothesis focuses on the superintendent's role in curricular in-
novation and the parameters established by school board policy if such para-
meters do exist. The school superintendent must abide by and implement the 
policy set by the school board. 
Questions pertaining to Hypothesis III are whether the superintendent 
29Pensch and Wilson, op. cit., pp. 135-36. 
3
°rensch and Wilson, op. cit., pp. 135-36. 
....... 
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perceives his role in curricular innovation i.s rndrked with limitations and 
lihether the superintendent has the freedom to innovate and bring about changes 
that .ire, in the superintendent's mind at least, in tune with the needs of the 
students. 
The four propositions related to Hypothesis III are: 
1. The school board has given its Hpproval to the superintendent in 
order that he might initiate curricular innovation. 
2. The philosophy of the school district premotes an attitude of 
change and innovation. 
3. The school board policy does not commit the superintendent and 
bis staff to any single method of teaching. 
4. School board policy states or implies that the superintendent 
and his staff are expected to m~ke their own contributions in a 
manner most effective for them. 
Tables 6 and 7 show the frequency and per cent of responses to the four 
propositions related to Hypothesis III from all of the elementary school 
superintendents and school board presidents interviewed. 
Canparing the frequency of the weighted responses of the superintendents' 
perceptions to the expectations of the school board presidents, a t ratio of 
1.05 is obtained (greater than the .01 level of significance with six degrees 
of freedcxn), thus, indicating that there is no significant difference between 
the perceptions and expectations of the two groups respectively. There is no 
significant divergence from both means existing beyond the .01 level of 
significance. The elementary school superintendents and school hoard 
presidents in suburban Cook County both perceive the role of the elementarv 
school superintendent and its relationship to school board policy ln a similar 
f:~shion. An analysis of this relationship is presented in the pages that 
follow. 
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!Foposition 1 
The school board has given its approval to the superintendent in 
order that he might initiate curricular innovation. 
Of the elementary school superintendents responding to Proposition 1, 3, 
or 11. l't "strongly agree" that their respective school boards have given their 
approval in order that the superintendent might initiate curricular innovation; 
19 or 70.4'%. "agree," and 5 or 18.5'%. are "undecided" or do not knofor what their 
school boards' positions are on the issue of curricular change and innovation. 
Thus, 81.5'%. of the superintendents perceive their school boards as givin 
them cooperation and support as curricular innovations are planned and 
implemented. 
Of the board presidents responding to proposition 1, 3 or 11. rt "strongl 
agree"; 21 or 77.ff!. "agree"; 1 or 3.7'%. are "undecided," and 2 or 7.4'%. 
"disagree." Thus 88.9'f. of the board presidents respond in the agreement end o 
the scale and perceive themselves giving approval to their superintendents in 
order that the superintendent might initiate change in the curriculum. One 
board president interviewed does not know what his position is in reference to 
the support which he is expected to give to his superintendent in order that 
curricular changes might be initiated. The two board presidents who disagree 
with proposition 1 perceive that they do not give "carte blance" approval in 
order that the superintendent may initiate unlimited changes in the curriculum. 
(It should be noted that this concept was not implied in the proposition.) 
These board presidents maintain that they have the prerogative to review and 
vote upon all proposed curricular changes. One board president remarked: 
TABLE 6 
RFS?ONSES OF SELF..CTED EL!MENTARY SCHOOL SUPERHf'l'ENDENTS TO FOUR. PROPOSITIONS 
R!U..AT!D TO HYPOTHESIS TlltEE: ELEM!Nl'ARY SCHOOL SUPERINr"ENDENTS P!llC!IVE 
rmntt ROLES IN INlTIATI~ CURl'UCUI.AR INNOVATION AS BJHt«; IN HARMONY WITH 
SCHOOL BOARD POLICY 
-
n4 Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
A1tree Diaa1u:·ee 
f t f '%. f 't f '%. f i 
P1 3 11.1 19 70.4 5 18.5 - - - -
p2 8 29.6 16 59.3 2 7.4 - - l 3.7 
p3 5 18.5 20 74.1 ... - - - 2 7.4 
P4 6 22.2 18 66.7 2 7.4 - - 1 3.7 
TABLE 1 
tU!:SPOMS!S OF S!L!CT!D SCHOOL BMR.D Pl.ESIDENTS TO FOUR PROPOSITIONS RELATED 
TO RYPO'l'H!S IS THR!I 
-
''4 Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strot'l1ly Aaree Di asr.ree 
f 't f '%. f '%. f t f 1. 
pl 3 11.1 21 77 .8 1 3.7 2 7.4 
-
... 
-
p2 4 14 .9 20 74.1 - - 3 11. l . -
pl 5 18.5 17 63.0 1 3.7 4 14. 8 - -
P4 4 14.8 16 59.2 t 3.7 6 22.2 - -
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We encourage the superintendent to review the curriculum and ~ake 
ch<-'.nges, but the school board must approve all proposed changes 
before the changes find their WRY into the schools. Therefore, I 
c;.innot say that T have given approval to the superintendent in order 
that he might initiate change; I merely encourage him to make changes, 
hut the achoo l bo.-,rd hDs the fina 1 11 !My" on whether the proposed 
change is accepted. 
It is the prudent superintendent, however, who seeks school board approv· 
al. Thus, the data indicate that school board presidents expect the superin· 
tendent to be an instructional leader responsible for curricular innovation. 
At the same time school board presidents expect to be informed on proposed 
changes that will affect the curricula. 
Proposition 2 
The philosophy of the school district promotes an attitude of change 
and innovatiott. 
Ni'tle or 33.3'%. of the superintendents interviewed "strongly agree" that 
the philosophy of the school district promotes an attitude of change and 
innovation; 16 or 59.2% "agree," and 2 or 7.41o Are "undecided" or lre not sure 
what the philosophy of the school district is. One superintendent fron H 
mediu..'11 size elementary school district "strongly disagrees" to proposition 2; 
this superintendent perceives the philosophy of his school district to be one 
which is opposed to ch~!'lge and one which conveys the attttude, "we have a g~od 
program; why change?" 
Of the board presidents interviewed 4 or 14. ~ "strongly agree 11 with 
proposition 2; 20 or 74.11. "agree," nnd 3 or 11.l9J:. "disagree." The three 
board presidents who disagree to proposition 2 do not percei.ve the ph! 1 osophies 
of their school districts as progressive and encouraging chsnge; they perceive 
their philosophies as conservative and opposed to change on a large scale. 
All of the superintendents and school board presidents interviewed 
referuci to the philosophy section of their school board policy manuals at 
this point of the interview. All of th~ philosophies revie'71?d see11ed general 
and ambiguous. A typica 1 philosophy from a typica 1 school board policy manmtl 
reads: 
The academic, social, and physical growth and development of the 
children in our district is our deep responsibility. We feel th.:;t 
along with mental growth, there should be fostered a sense of social 
responsibility, an apprecfotion of the physical develop.nent. Ta 
this end, we use appropriate subject matter, develop teaching 
methods, End provide materials to encourage sod promote this growth. 
It has been perceived with the exception of two of the twenty-seven 
ele:nent<.>ry school superintendents ;;n<i three of the bo~;rd presidents inter-
viewed that the philosophies of their school districts promote an attitude of 
change and innov~tion. However, it ls doubtful that ell of the responses t0 
proposition 2 cen be ~ccepted ;;t face vr::lue becnuse of the general <:nd 
ar;:Liguous fashion in which the respective philosophies have been written. 
l'roposition 3 
The school board policy does not COl'll"ld t the superintendent and his 
staff to any single method of teaching. 
Of the elementary school superintendents interviewed, 5 or 18.5% 
"strongly agree" that the school board policy does not commit the superinten-
dent and his staff to any single method of instruction; 20 or 74. lt "agree," 
and 2 or 7 .4'%. of the superintendents "strongly disagree" stating that their 
school board policies are conservative and opposed to changes in the curricul 
One of the superintendents who responded in the disagreement end of the scale 
remarked: ''To initiate change in teaching methodology would mean a two year 
battle with the school board, and I'm not sure it is all worth it." 
However, 92.6'%. of the superintendents responded in the agreement end of 
C}4 
the scale and perceive their school boards as giving them the freedom to 
implement the most viable methodology that will best meet the needs of the 
students. 
Of the hoard presidents interviewed 5 or 1q,S% "str<')ng1y agreP." with 
proposition 3; 1.7 or 63.0% "agree"; one board president is "undecided" or does 
not really know how to interpret the policy of his school district in relation-
ship to teaching methodo1 ogy; one board president "disagrees," and 4 or 14. 8% 
"strongly disagree." 
Thus, 81.5" of the board presidents responded in the agreement end of 
the scale, and do not perceive school board policy as limiting the superinten-
dent and his staff to any single ~ethod of teaching. These board presidents 
perceive themselves as being open and receptive to new teaching techniques and 
methodology. 
Analyzing the responses of the 18.5% of the board presidents who 
responded in the disagreement end of the scale, it is observed that these board 
presidents perceive their school board policies to be traditional and policies 
which does not encourage new and different teaching techniques. These same 
board presidents express the attitude that they are satisfied wi.th their 
present curriculu1n, its content and methodology, and are hesitant to approve 
changes that would alter or change an "already" good program of instruction. 
In the final analysis, 92.6% of the superintendents and 81.5% of the 
board presidents interviewed agree that school board policy do not li~it the 
superintendent and his staff to any single ~etbod of teaching. They perceive 
school board policy as giving the certificated personnel in the school district 
the freedom to implement innovative methods of teaching that will best meet 
'l) 
the needs of the students. 
!!oposition 4 
~chooJ hoard policy states or i~p1ies that the superintendent ~nd 
his stRff are expected to make their own contrihutions in a manner 
'nost effective for them. 
A school district must capitAlize upon the strength~ of its staff. 
Tndi vi.duals contribute in a "Manner most effective for the~i" hy acting within 
their areas of strength; by so doing they will f~vornbly affect the well-
being of the entire school district. Therefore, with this definition ,,,t!de 
clear, the responses of superintendents to pr~position 4 can he analyzed; 6 or 
22.21.. "strongly agree"; 18 or 66.71.. "agree"; 2 or 7.4% are "undecided" or are 
not sure what prerogatives are assigned to them hy school board policy. One 
superintendent from a Sl!lall ele~entnry school district "strongly disagrees" 
~tating that his school board dictates whRt the curriculum should be RS wel 1 clS 
what his role as the superintendent should be; however, even. though he 
selected a response in this di~ension, hie CO!m"'ent suggests that some change is 
possible: 
My horird is ultra conservative. They dernand that we keep the "status 
quo." My staff and I do not have the freedom to initiate all of the 
changes which we feel may he the most effective rnenns of t;;c"hing boys 
and girls. 
The 88.9'1.. of the superintendents who responded in the agreement end of 
the scale perceive school board policy in their respective school districts as 
granting them the powers to ~ake their own contributions in a manner ~ost 
effective for them. 
Of the school hoard presidents responding to proposition 4, 4 or 14.8'1. 
"strongly -"gree" that school ho.:ird policy states or i"lplies that the superin-
tendent And his staff are expected to make their own contributions i.n n r•u-nner 
Jb 
"'o!:lt effective for them; 16 or 59. 2% "agree"; one ho<'.? rd president is ·•undecided' 
;.ind 6 or 22.21., ''disagree." 
The board presidents that agree with proposition 4 expect thelr super-
intendents and their staffs to be of high professional caliber whereby their 
contributions as professionals will benefit the students and COOL'11unities of 
their respective school districts. 
The six board presidents who "disagree" with proposition 4 do not dis-
agree with the concept that the superintendent snd his staff are expected to 
make their own contributions in a manner most effective for them, but rather 
uith that part of the statement "School board policy states or implies .••• " 
All six of the respondents expressed the fact that on this particular subject, 
their school board policy was vague or did not even treat the subject. 
Thus, 88.9%. of the elementary school superintendents and 74.<J'L of the 
board presidents agree that school board policy gives the superintendent and 
his staff the freedom to make contributions that are in accord to the staff's 
professional training and experiences; school board policy states or implies 
that the profession.11 staff are expected to 1nake their own contributions in a 
manner most effective for them as well as for the school district. 
Conclusions 
Of the 108 possible responses from ele1nentary school superintendents to 
the four propositions related to Hypothesis III, 95 are in agreement with the 
propositions. Ninety per cent of the superintendents interviewed agree that 
elementary school superintendents perceive their role in initiating curricular 
innovation as being in ha~nony with school board policy. Hypothesis III is 
accepted as valid. Elernentary school superintendents in subut'ban Cook County 
•j7 
pe-rcei.ve the·11selves as working on curricular innovation in accord with the 
poHci..es estnblished hy their respectlvP- scho'.')1 b011rds. Fro" the datn 
collected, school board policies in suburban Cook County appear to promote .1nd 
encourage curricular change. 
Of the 108 possible responses from school board presidents to the four 
propositions related to Hypothesis III, 90 are in agreement to the propositions. 
Eighty-three per cent of the board presidents interviewed agree that 
elementary school superintendents initiBte curricul~r innovation according to 
established school board policy. 
Comparing the frequency of responses of the superintendents' perceptions 
to the expectations of the school board presidents, a ~ratio of 1.05 is 
obtained (greater than the .01 level of significance with six degrees of 
freedom), thus, indicating that there is no significant difference between the 
perceptions and expectations of the two groups of respondents. There is no 
significant divergence from both means existing beyond the .01 level of 
significance. The elementary school superintendents and school board 
presidents in suburban Cook County both view the role of the elementary school 
superintendent ln initiating curricular innovation as being in harmony with 
school board policy; the school board policies reviewed in this study appeor t 
encourage innovation and change. 
HYPffi'HESI~ IV 
SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENl'S EXPECT THE STJPE'Rim'E~1JE'.~ Tl1 PRESF,NI' ALI, 1"L\NS OF 
GURRICU'".1..AR CHA~GE 1\ND INNOVATION TO THE '5CH001 BOARD 'FOR /\PPROVAJ .. BF.FORF 
ll-rPLEMENrATI ON. 
Hypothesis IV focuses on the expectations of school hoard presidents that 
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the superintendent present all plans for curricular change to the school board 
for the school board's approval before the recommended changes can be 
ill1plemented the classroom. The basic question is, "Does the school board want 
to be informed in matters involving curriculum and related innovation?" Also 
implicit in Hypothesis IV is the question as to whether the superintendent 
lacks the freedom to innovate due to limitations put on him and his staff by 
the school board. It may be that a superintendent perceives himself as an 
innovator, but the school board expects him to maintain the status quo and thus 
discourages change and innovation. 
The six propositions related to Hypothesis IV are: 
1. School board members should have the opportunity to review all 
plans for curricular lnnovBtion. 
2. School boards should have final approval on nll curricular 
changes. 
3. The superintendent should take a strong stand on curricular 
innovation as proposed innovations are presented to the school 
board for a ppr ova 1. 
4. Curricular review and ev;:iluation is one of the 'llajor functions 
of the school board. 
5. The superintendent should present c. 11 plans of curricular change 
and innovation to the school board for approval before 
implementation. 
6. The superintendent lacks the nbsolute freedom to innovate due 
to parameters established by the school board. 
Tables 8 and 9 show the frequency (f) and per cent (t) of responses of 
school hoard presidents and superintendents res pee ti ve ly, to the six pro-
positions (P ) related to Hypothesis IV. 
x 
Comparing the frequency of responses of the board presidents 1 expectn-
tions and the superintendents' perceptions, at ratio of l.39 is obtained 
99 
(less than the .01 level of significance with 10 degrees of freedom). indicdt• 
ing that there is no significant difference between the expectations of hoard 
presidents and the perceptions of elementary school superintendents. The 
expectations and perceptions are similar without any significant divergence 
from both means existing beyond the .01 level. School board presidents and 
superintendents agree on their expectations and perceptions to the six 
propositions related to Hypothesis IV. These results will be an~lyzed in the 
pages that follow. 
f!_opositi on 1 
School board members should have the opportunity to review a 11 
plans for curriculRr innovation. 
Of the school boaTd pTesidents inteTViewed, 2 or 7 .4% "strongly agree" 
with proposition 1; 20 or 7 0.4% "agree''; 3 or 11. 1'7. .Jre "undecided," and 2 or 
7.4% .,disagree." 
The school board presidents who responded in the agreement end of the 
scale expect the superintendent to inform them of plans for curricular change. 
These board presidents expect that the total school beard review and pass 
judgment on proposed curricul<ir changes. 
The three board presidents who are "undecided" question their own roles 
as school board presidents and whether such prerogatives are really given to 
then. They a 1so question the use of the word ill in proposition l. These 
respondents stated that if one te,<Jcher or a tea111 of teachers are going to 
innovate» the plans for the innovation need not necessarily go before the 
school bo~rd for review. These respondents further stated that if a school 
or the entire school district will be ~ffected by the proposed change then the 
plans for the curricul<ir innovation should go hefore the school board for 
l 
TABLE 8 
~FSPONSES OF SELECTED SCHOOL BOA.RD PRE!\If>ENTS TO THE SIX PROPOS ItlON1' 
Rf.lATED TO HYPorRJ!:srs IV: SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDEm:'S EXPECT THE SUPE'R-
!NT!ND!NT TO PllES!NT ALL PLANS OP CURR ICULAlt CMR;! AID IRNOYATIOM TO 
THE SCHOOL BMRD Fell APP'ROY'AL BD'alE IMPLEM!NrATIOR 
H5 Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
Aire• Disauu:ee 
f 't f '%. f t. f 1. f "L 
-
PJ 2 7.4 20 74 .1 3 11.1 2 7.4 - -
-
P2 2 7.4 13 66.7 
- -
1 25.9 
- -
P3 9 33.3 15 55.6 - - 3 11.1 - -
P4 - - 9 33.3 2 7 .4 9 33.3 ., 26.0 
P5 5 18. 5 17 63.0 .. - 4 14. 8 1 3.7 
-
p6 - . 12 44.5 - ... 12 44.5 3 11. 0 
-
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TABLE 9 
RE~lPONSES OF SF.LF,CTED El.F.MENTARY ~>CHOOL SUP!R tHTENDENrS TO TR'P.: t!'JX ~OPOS!• 
1 WNS RF.L-\TED TO tfYPOf~S!S IV: SCHOOL BOARD PRESTDRNTS EXPECT THE SUPER· 
liffE'NDENT 'l'O PRESf.'NT ALL PT.ANS OF CURRICUT..J\R CHARH~ AND U1NOllAT ION TO THE 
SCHOOL BOARD FOR. APPROVAL BUQRE IMPLEMENTATION 
HS ~trongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strocgly 
Agree 01.ugree 
f i f "I. f 1. f ~ f I 't 
- -~i---·-·-
P~ 2 7.4 I 19 70.4 2 7 .4 l 11.1 1 I 3.7 .I. I 
~ I - ~---- 2 1 3.7 20 74.1 3 11.1 2 7.4 1 3,7 
I 
~-
---
1:' 7 25.9 ! 1~ 66.7 1 3.7 1 3.7 - -l 
-
~ 1 3.7 11 40.S 3 11.1 9 33.3 3 11. l 
·4 
71 3 11. l 17 63.0 3 11. l 2 7.4 2 7.4 
's 
't'l .. 
- t 
8 29. 7 5 18.5 10 37 .0 4 14. 8 -~ 
·-~ .. '""' 
_,__ 
-··-
_,_. __ -·-· ,._ ......,,..,, __ ··-----
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approval. It is the wise superintendent who vi ll inform his school hoard of 
<i 11 proposed curricular changes. One method 11ay be the emplo]rr'ent of monthly 
principal reports which are submitted to the administr~tive staff and all 
members of the school board. 0uestions regarding these reports sholl'1d he 
answered by the superintendent or principals informally or Ht regulnrly 
scheduled school hoard Meetings. 
The two board presidents who "disagree" with proposition 1 define their 
role RS school board ~embers as 1) to hire the superintendent, 2) to set 
policy, and 3) to approve expenditures. These board presidents do not expect 
the superintendent to go before them with plans for curricular innovation for 
they do not perceive themselves to be qualified to p.:1ss judgment on matters 
which require professional training and competencies. 
Of the ele'.Tlentary school superintendents interviewed, 2 or 7.41. "strongly 
agree" that school board rne~bers should hnve the opportunity to revtew all 
plans of curriculE1r innovation; 19 or 70.4"l, "agree"; 2 or 7.41.. are "undecided"; 
3 or 11.l't "disagree," and one superintendent "strongly disagrees." 
The superintendents who responded in the agreement end of the scale 
agreed or seemed to indicate that their boards of education should be informed 
and should approve the curricular innovation before developing programs for 
implementation. 
The four superintendents who responded in the disagreement end of the 
scale do not perceive it necessary to present plans for curricular clutnge and 
innovation to the school board. One superintendent in this category commented: 
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The members of the school board are not really in a position to 
review or evaluate plans for curricular change. This must be the 
responsibility of the professional staff. 
These superintendents perceive that they and their staffs are the professionals 
who are competent to make decisions affecting the curriculum; they perceive 
school board members as laymen who do not have the training or competencies to 
review and approve proposed curricular changes. 
However, a prudent superintendent will keep his school board well in-
formed, not only for the sake of job security, but for the sake of bis school 
board; school board members have a duty to the community to remain informed on 
a 1 l issues that pertain to the schools and one of the best means to remain 
informed is through the superintendent. 31 
Eighty-five percent of the school board presidents and 77.'i!'/. of the 
elementary school superintendents responding in the agreement end of the scale 
to proposition 1 indicate that school board members should have the opportunity 
to review all plans of curricular innovation. School board presidents agree 
that the right to pass judgment on proposed curricular innovations belongs to 
the board of education. Superintendents generally agree that their school 
board must be kept informed and approve proposed changes in the curriculum 
before implementation. 
Leggett, consultant to hundreds of school boards in all parts of the 
nation, states in a recent article to school board members, "Curriculum--
complicated as it may seem and tempting as it may be to leave to the 
professional--is your responsibility. Start gradually, learn carefully, but do 
3lv,A, Adams and J.E. Doherty, "Assignment: Today's Educational 
Problems," The American School Board Journal, CLVIII, No. 5 (November, 1970), 
p. 14. - -
32 
not start to learn. 11 
Proposition 2 
School boards should have final approval on all curricular 
change. 
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Of the school board presidents interviewed, 2 or 7.4'%. 11strongly agree" 
th8t school b~ards should give final approval on all curriculRr change; 18 or 
66. 1'X. "agree," and 7 or 25. 9% 0 disagree." 
The school board presidents who responded in the agreement end of the 
scale expect their superintendents to keep them informed of proposed changes 
in the curriculum. These board presidents expect proposed changes to he 
presented to them for review in order that they can have the opportunity to 
approve or disapprove the curricular changes based on the :nerits to be attain-
ed by their implementation. 
The seven school board presidents who "disagree 11 with proposition 2 do 
not perceive themselves qualified to pass judgment on curricular matters. 
Also, they do not perceive that this is one of their fu-etions as school board 
members. 
We are laymen in the field of education. Approval for curricular 
change is not our responsibility. This is the responsibility of the 
superintendent. 
School board members have the duty and responsibility to approve all 
curricular change. Leggett spenks out to school board members: 
32 
Stanton Leggett, "How to Keep Tahs on Your District's Curriculum." 
The American School~ Journal, CLIX, (February, 1972), p. 41 
...... 
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The next time that you as a school board member are told by one of 
us professionals to stick to the dollars and cents of education and 
let us run the curriculum: Rebel. If you do not rebel, I submit 
that you will be shirking your responsibility. And not just any 
responsibility. A school board is there, above a 11, to represent the 
community's ~nterest in what goes on in the schools between children 
and adults. 3 
Fensch and Wilson support the above position because they state that the 
board of education represents the people of the community for the management 
of the public schools. School boards must approve curricular changes if the 
34 
community's interests in the schools are to be safeguarded. 
Of the superintendents interviewed, one superintendent "strongly agree" 
that school board members should have final approw\l on ;111 curricular change; 
2 O or 74 .1.% "agre~" · 3 or 11. l"J:. are "undecided" or do not know what the pre-
rogatives of the school board are; 2 or 1.4% "disagree," .and one superintendent 
"strongly disagrees." 
The superintendents who have responded in the agreement end of the scale 
to proposition 2 perceive that school boards should have final approval on 
curricular change because they are the body representing the community; the 
school board is the body who approves the funds for the proposed curricular 
changes if additional dollars are needed. 
The three superintendents who responded in the di.sagreement end of the 
scale to proposition 2 do not perceive that school boiaTds should have final 
lpprova 1 on a 11 curricular change because school board memhers are laymen who 
33 Leggett, op. cit., p. 40. 
34rensch and Wilson, it 45 46 op. c ., pp. - • 
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are not qualified to pass judgment on curricular proposals. As has been dis· 
cussdd above, a school board must represent the community's interest in what 
goes on in its school between children and adults. 35 The school board must be 
informed on all proposed curriculum changes and be willing to pass judgments as 
to the efficacy of these changes. 
Proposition 3 
The superintendent should take a strong stand on curricular innovation 
as proposed innovations are presented to the school boerd for approval. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed, 9 or 33.3% "strongly agree" 
with proposition 3; 15 or 55.6% "agree," and 3 or 11.l't "disagree." 
The board presidents who responded in the Jgreement end of the sc2le 
expect the superintendent to take a strong str.ind on curricular innovation when 
the innovations are presented to the school board for ~pproval. One board 
president summarized it when he said: 
If the superintendent did not take a strong stand, it would indicate 
to me that he himself was not strongly convinced as to the efficacy 
of the proposed change. 
The three board presidents who responded in the disagreement end of the 
scale to proposition 3 expect that when recO!"lmendations for curricular change 
are presented to the school bo8rd for approval, the superintendent need not 
take a strong stand. One board president from this category commented, ''We 
can come to a decision objectively, void of any emotionality or bias on the 
part of the superintendent." According to Klausmeier, el"'lotional expressions 
35 Leggett, op. cit., p. 40. 
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are essential to attitude acquisition and decision making. It is not possible 
to reach any decision void of emotions. 36 
Of the superintendents interviewed, 7 or 25.9%. "strongly agree" with 
proposition 3; 18 or 66. 1i "agree"; one is "undecided," and one superintendent 
"disagrees." 
The 92.6~ of the superintendents who have responded in the agreement end 
of the scale perceive that they must take a strong stand on curricular innova-
tion as proposed innovations are presented to the school board for approval. 
A strong stand indicates to the school board that in the professional judgment 
of the superintendent the proposed change in the curriculum is necessary for 
educational progress. 
The one superintendent who is "undecided" responded that whether he takes 
a strong stand on proposed curricular innovations is dependent upon the issue, 
the disposition of his board at the time the issue is discussed, and the 
board's reaction in the past toward similar issues of curricular change. 
The one superintendent who "disagrees" stated that he baa his curriculum 
coordinator introduce the issue of curricular change to the school board; he 
(the superintendent) sits back and cO!mlents only when asked or when the situa-
tion calls for a conment on his part. It appears that this superintendent is 
shirking his responsibility. The superintendent should take the initiative in 
presenting proposals for curricular change to the school board. The superintet-
dent must actively support the curriculum coordinator. If the superintendent 
36
uerbert Klausmeier, and William Goodvin, Learning and Human Abilities 
(Nev York: Harper and Row, cl966), p. 382. 
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does not support this man, the superintendent is demonstrating a lack of 
37 leadership and interest. 
Ninety per cent of the board presidents and 92.6t of the superintendents 
agree that the school superintendent should take a strong stand on curricular 
innovation as proposed innovations are presented to the school board for 
approval. By taking a strong stand, the superintendent demonstrates his con-
viction as to the efficacy of the proposed change. 
Proposition 4 
Curricular review and eealuation is one of the major functions of 
the school board. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed, 9 or 33.3'1.. agree that 
curricular review and evaluation is one of the major functions of the school 
board; 2 or 7.4t are"undecided"; 9 or 33.3'1.. "disagree," and 7 or 26.03 
"strongly disagree. 11 
The nine board pre11fdents who "agree" with proposition 4 perceive their 
role on the school board as one which must review and evnluate curriculun'. 
They perceive their role as one which must " ... lnsUTe that the instruction 
provided for the youngsters is sound." 
The two board presidents who are uundecided" indicRte that they do not 
know what their function is in refationship to the evaluation of curricuh. 
One board president in this c~tegory responded: 
37v. M. Cashens, "Using Specialists as 1:1 Tea:n," ~ationc1 l Leadership, 
XIX (November, 1961), pp. 115-17. 
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Curriculum is Pn extremely important Rrea. It is an area that I 
feel I should be involved in, at least as far as evaluation is 
concerned, but I know I have to rely on the professional staff 
because they are the experts. Board presidents are lay~en and 
have not had the training to make them knowledgeable. 
The sixteen board presidents who responded in the disagreement end of 
the scale to proposition 4 perceive that their major role is one which sets 
policy and approves the budget. All of the respondents in thia Ccttegory 
expressed that the task of evalURting the curriculW'! belongs to certificated 
staff members. These board presidents do not feel qualified to undertake a 
tnsk which is of a professional nature. 
The above sixteen board presidents should be cognizant, as has been 
previously stated, that they not only have the responsibility but the duty to 
review and evaluate curricula. More and more educators, minority group 
leaders, and parents say that professionals should not be the only ones to 
evaluate curriculum. A popular and effective procedure for adopting a program 
of curricular innovation is the creation of a curriculum council with repre-
sentation from administration, teachers, parents, community, and school board; 
when decisions are made by the council, the commitment to change by all groups 
is much greater then when the decision to change the curriculum is arbitrarily 
38 imposed from just one of the groups. 
Of the elementary school superintendents responding to proposition 4, on 
''strongly agrees"; 11 or 40.8% "agree"; 3 or 11.rX. are "undecided"; 9 or 33.3'%. 
"disagree," and 3 or 11.11.. "strongly disagree." 
3\.L. Kahn, and D. Katz, "Leadership Practices in Relation to Produc-
tivity and Morale," Group Dynamics, edited by D. Cartwright and A. SElnder 
(Evanston, Ill.: Row-Peterson, 1956), pp. 381-92. 
110 
The 44.5% of the superintendents who responded to proposition 4 in the 
~gTeement end of the sea le perceive curricular review and eva luati.on as one of 
the ~ajor functions of the school board. These superintendents perceive the 
school board as the "governing body" of the school district; school hoard 
members have the right and obligation to review and evaluate all programs of 
instruction provided for the students of the cO!Tlf!lunity. 
The three superintendents who are "undecided" indicate that they would 
like to have their boards of educcttion review curricula• but at the same time 
they perceive the members of the school board c:is not qualified for this 
evaluative responsibility. 
The twelve superintendents who responded iri the dlsagree:,,ent end of the 
scale to proposition 4 do not perceive that curricular review And evaluation 
is a function of the school board. These superintendents noted repeatedly 
that school board rnembers are not qualified to review curriculum, its •11ethod-
ology and content. One superintendent in this category stated, "School board 
members are expected to set policy, approve expenditures, snd hire the super-
intendent, and that's all." This expectation appears unrealistic. A school 
board has the duty to review and evaluate curricula if it is to protect the 
interests of the conununity as to what goes on in its schools between child and 
39 
'1dult. 
In addition to school board involve1nent in curricuhrn review, parent 
involvement and curriculum councils with community representation is a mOdern 
39 
Albert H. Shuster, and Milton E. Ploghoft, !,!!!. Emergin.& Element.nry 
Curriculum (ColU'l1bus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co,, 1970), p. 122. 
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cf'cncept th<:t c.1nmot be cwer1oo\ted hy the prudent su~rlnte~ent. The super-
intendent t'1ust feel the ••putse of the con1'nunity" and Tec>Hstic11lly (based on 
tbe t<ilent «Vfi1 hble nnd solvency of the school district) irnplernent curricul11r 
The superintendent should present n 1 l plans of cul'ricuh.,.. ch"'nge "nd 
innovation to the school bo.ard for approval befOT'e implementation. 
Of the school board presidents responding, 5 or 18.5'%. "etrongly a.gt'ee" 
with pt'opositiOft 5; 17 OT 63.at "agree"; 4 or 14.at "dh:igree,'4 .<.:nd otMt hoard 
president "strongly d 18.tgreea." 
The 81.51. of the ho.nrd presidents who respoytded in the agreement end of 
the sc.rile expect to he inf'orl"'ed of a11 proposed changes int.he curriculum "nd 
i.n11tist that they he given the opportunity to review ;ind ,•pprove Rll ch.itnge11J 
that ?ffect the school district. The irlrplici1tion is that the•e hoard ,,..,...hers 
the decision .is to whether the changes wi 11 he b'lple,,.,ented. (The dstM on 
proposition 5 contradict the dPt:1 gathered from prnpositi<'n 4: thl!!! Cl"~r,.dic-
Uon demonstr:->tes itself in the conclusi.ona re1<1ted to Hypothesis IV.) 
The five bosrd predde"ts who r~sponded in the dhrngreer.->en.t end nf the 
sc~te to proposition 5 do so hecause they t~k• issue with the Wt"Td ~11 ae is 
stated in the proposition. 
A greHt deR 1 is going on in our schooh. We (school boArd me'lllhen) 
do not hnve tirne to review or approve n 11 changes. Review s.nd 
eW1h1."ti.on is the respon!l!Mlity of thesuperit'ltend•mt ,.,f •ch('loh. 
According to the "lbmte five hoard presf.dents. curricular innovnti 01\s should be 
brought to the school hoard fol' ~pprov1•l ur\der the fol lowinz;; cmldittnne: 
1. When all the schools in the district are affected. 
2. When the curricular change or innovation wU l require 
additional expenditures over and :lbove the existina 
program of inetruct1on. 
When curricular change takes plllce on the hui lding level, the degree of change 
must be assessed. Change in subject content should be ~pproved by the super· 
i.ntendent and the school board; instructiona 1 tecbaiques and methodology may 
40 be left to the di1cretion of the building principal. 
Of the elementary school superintendent• re1ponding to proposition s. 3 
or 11.l'l "strongly asree"; that the euperintendent should preeent all plans of 
curricular change and innovation to the school board for approval before 
implementation; 17 or 63.0'1. "agree"; 3 or 11.l'l are "undecided" or do not know 
what changes can be implemented without seeking the sanction of the acbool 
board; 2 oi- 7 .4't "disagree," and two superintendent• "strongly disagree . 11 
The superintendent• who responded in the egreement end of the scale to 
proposition S all expressed that it is sound policy to keep the school board 
informed Ott all changes in the inltruction.<tl program lest the superintendent 
bring unnecessary pressure• to bear upon himself nt a lnter date. 
The four superinteftdents who responded in the diesgreement end of the 
scale to proposition 5 expressed that it is not the prerogative of boards of 
education to approve curricular change•. These 1uperintendent1 noted that thi 
.1pproval should come from teacher., principals, and rnember1 of the adrninistru-
tive stnff. As bas been st:!ted in the analysis of propositlon 4, thla 
4<.lnenjamin Sacbs, Educational Admini1tration (Nev York: Hougbt~n­
Mi ffli11 Co., cl 966), p. 45. 
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perception is in direct conflict to the c:>odern viewpoint whtch call• for school 
board involvement in all phases of the instructlorusl progr~m. Leggett states. 
"A school board is there above all to represent the community's interest in 
what goes on in its schools. ,.4 t Leggett further states to school board 
membere: 
Move in•• a learner and try akillfully to persuade others--
<Idministntora, teachers. students, parenta--to learn with you. 
Your superintendent usually can be counted on as ~ strong ally--
be suffer• iacresaingly from the same "leave it to the profeuiona la" 
mystique that SO!letimee stymies board 'llefl\bera. 42 
In the flnal ~aalysis, 81.5\ of the board presidents dnd 74.1~ of the 
elementary school auperintendents agree that the superintendent should present 
t) 11 phna of curriculat" change Lind innovation to the school board for approval 
before implementation. Again quoti1lg Stanton Leggett as he spet1ks out to boar 
member• on the importRnce of keeping tnb• on the district's curriculum 11 ••• it 
remaina patent 110tt•enH i:tnd downright inHponsibi lity for the board and /or 
supet"intendent to inaintain the 'bands off policy' that sone professionals 
would like to see. ,,43 By the ume token. the superintendent must consider it 
his profeHional responsibi Hty to receive school bo;ird wpprova 1 on curricular 
cbanae whether or not his job is affected. 
Propositiot'l 6 
The superintendent lacks the <'lbaolute freedO'll to innovate due to 
parameters established hy the school board. 
Twelve of the school board president• responding to proposition 6 ",igree" 
that the superintendent lack.a the absolute freed&u to innovate due to para-
~•ters established by the school bo«rd; 12 or 44.51. "di111gree. 0 and 3 or it.rt 
43 
Leggett. op.cit., p. 40. 
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"strongly disagt'ee." 
The twelve achool board presidents who responded in the agree,llent end of 
the scale expreased that the superintendent does not h~ve the unconditional 
3utbor1ty to initiate innovatione ot will. These respondents maintain that 
school board members have the right to limit the prerogatives of the superin-
tt~<'dent of scboola in a 11 areas of authority. 
The fifteen school board pre1idents who reepouded in the disagreement 
end of the scale expreesed that they do not lbiit or set paran'leters for their 
superintendents in the area of curricular innovation. 
Most recommendations, if not all, thAt our superintendent presents to 
us in the area of curTicullP are approved. 
The superintendent end bis staff are the profesaion,;.le. We reepect 
and usually abide by their recommendations. 
Fifty-five percent of the school board presidents interviewed expressed 
that the superintendent doe• have the freedom to innovate and very few, if any 
limits are set on him as he introduce• change to improve the curriculum. Thil 
is an excellent situation in vbicb to work. However, as <l word of warning to 
school board preeidents, it is irresponsibility 011 the part of any b~!rd 
rnember to maintain a "bands off" policy in the area of curricular innovation o 
,:1ny othe-r area that involves the operation of ecbo1>11. 44 
Of the eleinent•~ry ecbool supe-rintendents interviewed, 8 or 29. 7~ uagree" 
that the euperinte'ftdent lacks the absolute freedom to innovate due to pstre-
meters e1tabliehed by the school board; these superintendents expressed that 
they are accountable to the ecbool board atM:l that they cannot change curricula 
44John Bartky, Adminiatrl'ltiO'Q !.!. Educ£<tiona 1 Leadership Stanford, 
California: Stanford Uaivereity Pree•, 1956), pp. 20-22. 
' 115 
uulesa the school board givea them approval to change. 
Five or 18. 5"1. of the superintendents are "undecided" or do not kaow what 
limitl are set upon them AS they introduce change in the curriculun. It 
nppean that these superintendents are unawttre that the school b<'l,lrd hAs the 
prerogative to limit them (if the school board ao desires) in the are" of 
curricular innovation. If their school boards have not li~ited them in the 
pilat. they have been fol'tunate; school boords are transitory and new boards of 
education h:we the right and duty to exercise this pre-rogative at any tinie. 
•ren ol' 37. Ol of the auperinteadents .,disagree11 wt.th proposition 6, afld 
4 or 14. 8'Z "strongly dis:igl'ee • .'.' Fl{ty-t"'° per cent of the superintendents 
responded in the disagre~ment end of the scdle and peTceive themselves as 
having the fraedo.n to innovate aud chauge the program of inatnaction. Thaae 
superiatendents perceive tbeil' school bonrda A8 respecting their professional 
ccmpeteticies, ae well .:is those of their staffs; these superintendents perce.!ve 
their school boards a1 not interfering in matters of cutTiculum for such 
responsibility is assigned to the certificated staffs of their respective 
school districts. 
The perceptions by the above superintendents may be true. lf they l'Jre, 
their school boards are shirking their responsibility because school bOflrds 
'nust keep tabs on any .1nd a 1l changes in the curriculum. This is not to imply 
that school hoards intet'fere with curricular innovation, but :11erely that they 
be informed and l1111it only, when in their judg•nettt, it ii necessary. 
Cone lu•ion• 
Of the 142 possible reaponaaa from ecbool board president• to the six 
propositions related to Hypothesis IV, 89 are in the agreement end of the 
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scale. Converting the frequencies to per cents, 62.7% of the school board 
presidents are in agreement to the propositions. As has been established in 
Chapter I, there must be 66% agreement on the combined score of all proposition1 
related to a given hypothesis if that hypothesis is to be accepted as valid. 
Therefore, in light of the 62.7% agreement from school board presidents and the 
contradiction in data from propositions four and five as to the expectations of 
board presidents as to their role in approving curricular change, Hypothesis IV 
is rejected. There is not enough evidence to support the hypothesis: "School 
board presidents expect all plans of curricular change and innovation to be 
presented to the school board for approve 1 before implementation." Of the 
school board presidents interviewed, 37.3% do not perceive themselves as having 
the prerogative to interfere with the superintendent and his staff as curricula1 
changes are planned and implemented. There arrears to be some disagreement 
between these findings and the comments enunciated on this subject in some of 
the current literature. The literature states that school boards must insist 
45 that all plans for change in the schools be presented to them for approval. 
School boards have the duty to set limits on all ~atters pertaining to 
schools.46 
The remaining 62.7% of the school board presidents expect that they be 
informed of proposed curricular changes; the same 62.7% express that they, as 
45M. Chester Nolte, "Why Boardman and .Administrators Must Prepare for 
Future Shock in Education," The American School Board Journal, Vol. 160, No. 2 
(August, 1972). p. 33. 
46shuster, and Ploghoft, op. cit., p. 204. 
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school board members, have the right to approve curricular changes if the 
school district wi 11 be affected by the proposed changes (and most likely it 
will), and secondly, if the proposed change will entail additional expendit-
ures. These expectations are valid and manifest the school board presidents' 
sense of duty and responsibility to the communities. 
Comparing the weighted frequency of responses of the board presidents' 
expectations and t~e superintendents' perceptions, a t ratio of 1.39 is 
obtained (greater than the • 01 level of significance with 10 degrees of 
freedom), indicating that there is no significant difference in the responses 
from both groups. The expectations and perceptions are similar without any 
significant divergence from both means existing beyond the .01 level. The 
school board presidents' expectations and the elementary school superintendents 
perceptions to the six propositions related to Hypothesis IV are in agreement. 
There is solidarity in the school board president-superintendent relation 
ship; this teuds to create an atmosphere for the superintendent and staff to 
plan long range curriculum goals because the school board president generally 
supports their actions. Because of this solidarity, the superintendent may 
have a greater tendency to implement curricular practices that have not been 
thoroughly tested. 
HYPCJrHES IS V 
THERE IS GENERAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SUPERINTENDENTS' PERCEPTIONS AND 
THE SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENrS' EXPECTATIONS AS TO THE ROLE OF THE ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT IN CURRICULAR INNOVATION. 
This hypothesis deals with determining whether the elementary school 
superintendent perceives his role in curricular innovation in accord with the 
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expectations of the school board president. The functions of the superinten-
dency role are many; the superintendent prepares and subnits budgets; he is 
involved in personnel work, public relations, negotiations, and, of course, he 
should be involved in the development and implementation of innovative 
curricula. 47 
The thirty-one propositions in the interview instrument have been used t 
support the hypothesis, and the response data were used to compare the per-
captions of ele~entary school superintendents to the expectations of school 
board presidents. Tables 10 and 11 show the frequency of responses of both 
groups, respectively, to the thirty-one propositions. 
Each response (from Strongly Agree to Strongly Disagree) is weighted. 
The ~eans (;) of the values of the quantified responses for both groups and fo 
each proposition supporting the hypothesis were calculated. A t ratio of 1.65 
with 60 degrees of freedom is obtained. Hypothesis I is accepted at the .01 
level of significance for there is no significant difference between the means 
of the responses. There is agreement between the perceptions of the superin-
tendents and the expectations of the schools board presidents as to the role o 
the elementary 1chool superintendent in curricular innovation. 
Proposition nwnber 29 is a key proposition; this proposition reiterates 
the intent of the hypothesis to measure the quantified r~sponses for both 
groups and to draw a comparative analysis. Proposition 29 reads: 
There appears to be general agreement between the superintendent's 
perceptions and the school board members' expectatLons as to the role 
of the elementary school superintendent in curricular innovation. 
47Fensch and Wilson, op. cit., pp. 135-36. 
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TABLE l& 
R~:SPONSES OF SUPERINTENDENTS TO THIRTY-mm PROPOSITIONS RELATED TO HYPGrHESIS 
ONE: THERE IS A GENERAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SUPERINTENDENl'S PERCEPTIONS A 
THE SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS EXPECTATIONS .1\S TO THE ROLE OF THE ELEMENTARY 
SCHOOL SUPERtNrENDENT IN CURRICULAR INNOVATION, BY FREOUENCY 
I 
Proposition Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
Aa:ree Disaaree 
1 7 15 1 4 
-
2 8 14 
-
5 
-
3 5 18 2 2 
-
4 8 16 2 1 
-
5 7 19 1 
- -
6 2 19 2 3 l 
7 1 20 3 2 1 
8 
--
13 3 11 
-
9 2 16 1 7 1 
10 3 19 5 
- -
11 14 13 
- - -
12 l 15 2 6 ) 
13 
-
15 5 6 1 
14 7 18 1 1 
-
15 8 16 2 
-
1 
16 5 18 3 1 -
17 4 17 1 5 
-
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TABLE 10 CON'..:'INUED 
Proposition Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongl) 
A2ree Disaaret 
18 l 11 3 9 3 
19 
-
16 4 7 
-
20 4 14 2 4 3 
21 7 19 1 
- -
* 
22 2 12 3 10 
-
23 1 17 5 4 
-
24 3 17 3 2 2 
25 5 19 1 2 
-
26 3 17 3 4 
-
* 27 - 12 1 14 -
* 
28 
-
8 5 10 4 
29 1 19 6 1 M 
30 5 20 
- -
2 
31 6 18 2 
-
1 
*Responses to the proposition are of special significance and are studied in 
depth as Hypotheses II, III, IV, and V are analyzed. 
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TABLE 11 
RESPONSE OF SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS TO THIRTY-ONE PROPOSITIONS RELATED 
TO HYPOTHESIS ONE: THERE IS GENERAL AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE SUP!RINrEN-
DENI'S' PERCEPTIONS A ND THE SCHOOL BO<\RD PRES !DENTS' EXPECTATIONS A 8 TO 
THE ROLE OF THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT IN CURR ICUIAR 
INNOVATION, BY FR.E0UENCY 
Proposition Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
Aaree Disagree 
1 12 12 
-
3 
-
2 6 16 
-
5 
-
3 4 21 1 1 -
4 12 14 
-
1 
-
5 11 15 1 
- -
6 2 20 3 2 
-
7 2 1 '3 
-
7 
-
a 7 14 
-
6 
-
9 7 19 
-
l 
-
10 3 21 l 2 
-
-
11 11 16 
- - -
12 5 17 1 4 -
* 13 3 11 2 9 2 
14 9 15 
-
3 
-
15 4 20 
-
3 -
16 4 19 1 1 2 
17 10 16 
-
1 
-
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TABLE 11 CONrINUED 
'Proposition Strongly Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
A2ree Disagree 
18 
-
9 2 9 7 
-
-
.. 
19 
-
11 4 9 3 
-20 6 14 2 5 
-
-21 7 18 2 
- -
·- ·----·-22 2 13 6 5 1 
23 13 16 5 3 
-
24 5 17 
-
4 1 
25 6 18 1 2 
-
26 4 20 
-
3 
-
27 2 18 s 2 
-
28 
-
12 
-
12 3 
29 5 19 1 2 
-
30 5 17 1 4 
-
31 4 16 1 6 
-
-
*Responses to the proposition are of speciAl significance and were studied 
in depth as Hypotheses I, II, III, and IV were analyzed. 
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Of the twenty-seven school board presidents responding to proposition 29, 
one is "undecided, 11 and two board presidents "disagree." A 11 other school 
board presidents responded in the agreement end of the scale. The "undecided" 
respondent C001TTients: 
This i.s a difficult question to answer. I 
dent to be an educator first and foremost. 
how he sees himself. He has so inany areas 
is difficult to assess which area he feels 
cannot answer this question. 
know I want 1ny super l nten-
I do not, however, know 
of responsibility that it 
is most important. I really 
The two school board presidents who responded in the disagreement end of 
the scale noted that they know what they want the superintendent to do; how-
ever, they indicated that the time factor and the number of duties accompanyins 
the position of the superintendency make their expectations unrealistic. 
Of the school superintendents interviewed six are "undecided" and one 
"disagrees" to proposition 29. AU the other respondents in this category 
"agree." 
The six superintendents who are "undecided" with reference to proposition 
number 29 responded in such a fashion because they perceive their school boards 
to "vacillate from one area of concern to another." One respondent indicated, 
"It is impossible to know what is running through their heads from one school 
board meeting to another." Another superintendent in this category CO'llmented: 
I do not know if they really know what a superintendent actually does. 
I feel, at tirnes, that school board inembers are ·nore concerned with 
what is on paper than with what is happening in the schools. I know 
what I have to do, and that's all that counts. 
The remaining five respondents in the "undecided•' category share sirni lar 
views with the respondent above. They appear to be more individualistic than 
the superintendents who perceive their role in curricular innovation as being 
in har~ony with the expectations of theLT school board presidents. 
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The one respondent who said his perceptions of his role in curricular 
innovation are different from the expectations of his school board president 
noted: 
I feel I can define my role by what has to be done on a day to day 
basis. Some school board members, and the president of the school 
board included, do not see the job as one of solving the ordinary 
problems of running a school district as large as this one. All 
they (the school board) want to know is how much it is going to 
cost and whether or not the community is happy. They do not see 
the planning that goes into the introduction and implementation of 
innovative curricular practices. I sometimes feel that they do not 
realize I was ever in the classroom and really am an educator and 
not an accountant or PR man. 
Conclusions 
Comparing the composite •f responses of superintendents and school board 
presidents, a ! ratio of 1.65 with 60 degrees of freedom was computed. 
Hypothesis I is accepted for there is not significant difference between the 
means of both groups at the .01 level of significance. 
Board presidents agree with the superintendent as to the superintendent' 
perceptions of his role in curricular innovation. Board presidents expect the 
superintendent to act in certain ways dependent upon variables such as the siz 
of the school district, priority of responsibilities as dictated by need, 
pressures from the community, cooperation from staff, and the solvency of the 
school district. 
The superintendent being mindful of his genera 1 agreement with the hoard 
president as to his role in curricular innovation and the variables listed 
above ~ust also be aware of the transitory nature of his school board. The 
degree of commitment from individual school board members to their roles on t 
school board, and the expectation• of his role from not only the hoard 
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president but of the expectations of all ~embers of the school hoard. 
Because there is agreement on the thirty-one propositions, the data 
indicate that a good relationship exists between school board presidents and 
superintendents in the area of curricular innovation. The staff vill realize 
this relationship and consequently the position of the superintendent as he 
exercises leadership to initiate curricular change will be strengthened in the 
eyes of the staff provided that the interaction between the superintendent and 
the school board president retains the integrity of their individual positional 
responsibilities. It does not follow, however, that the school board 
president and the superintendent will agree in other areas. They may agree in 
curriculum matters but disagree in other areas such as the superintendent's 
public relations program, personnel practices, or the extent to which the 
superintendent keeps his school board ~nformed. 
CHAPTER V 
DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS 
To deter~ine the demographic characteristics of the elementary school 
superintendents and school board presidents interviewed, the following informa-
tion was asked of the respondents in each group: 
1. Highest degree obtained 
2. Age 
3. Living status: own home, rent, board 
4. a) Number of years employed as superintendent in present 
district 
b) Total n\lllher of years employed as superintendent in present 
district as well as other districts 
5. Total n~ber of years served on school board in present school 
district. 
The selected demographic variables give a profile of the respondents. A 
cause Rnd effect relationship may exist between these variables and the data 
collected; however, it is beyond the scope of this study to determine such a 
relationship. 
Highest Degree Obtained 
The number and percent of highest degrees earned by each group of 
respondents is shown in Table 12: 
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TABLE 12 
H.!GHEST DEGREES EARNED BY SUPERINTENDENTS 
AND SCHOOL BOARD P:R.ESIDEN'l'S 
Superintendents School Board Presidents 
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Masters Doctorates H.S. Bcichelors Masters of 
Other 
No. % No. t No. 'l No. % No. '7. 
12 44.4 15 55.6 4 14.8 10 37.0 13 48.1 
In the State of Illinois a minimum of a Masters degree is needed to 
secure the Superintendents' Endorsement. Forty-four per cent of the superin-
tendents interviewed hold masters degrees while fifty-s'x percent hold 
doctorates. All those who hold doctorates earned them in the field of 
educational administration. More than half the nunber of superintendents who 
hold masters degrees earned them in the field of educational administration an 
supervision while the remaining 47% earned them in specialized educational 
areas. The evidence also indicates that the elementary school superintendents 
in suburban Cook County received their professional training from various 
institutions of higher learning throughout the United States. 
Of the school board presidents interviewed, fifteen per cent are high 
school grRduates who either never went to college or never completed a four 
year progra~. Thirty-seven per cent of the school board presidents hold 
bachelors degrees, nnd forty-eight per cent hold degrees beyond the bachelors 
level which include five law degrees and eight masters degrees. The school 
board presidents interviewed are generally well-educated, well-informed, vocal 
and from the ~iddle class. These respondents all appear to want the best type 
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of education for their children that is realistically possible. 
Age comparison 
The average age of the superintendents interviewed is 45.3 years; the 
average age of the school board presidents interviewed is 37.9 years. The 
youngest superintendent interviewed is 34 years old; the oldest superintendent 
is 62 years old. The youngest school board president interviewed is 29 years 
old; the oldest school board president interviewed is 51 years old. A range 
of the ages of the respondents by size of the •chool diatticts is shown in the 
tables on the following page. 
The superintendents of the small and medium sized school districts are 
younger than the superintendents from large school districts. The older and 
more experienced superintendents appear to be more secure in their positions 
and more willing to delegate administrative responsibilities. From the 
interviews it was gleaned that most of the younger and less experienced school 
superintendents have the opportt.mity to delegate to subordinates hut prefer no 
to in order that they may keep their "hands" in everything that is happening 
within their school districts. 
Approximately one half of the school board presidents are between 29 and 
39 years of age. Thus, the school board presidents in suburban Cook County 
represent a relatively young generation of school board members; fr~n 
conversations with school board presidents during the interviews it appears 
that the respondents in this category are well-informed and in tune with the 
issues confronting school boards today. 
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TABLE 13 
AGE LISTING OF SUPERINTENDENTS INTERVIEWED BY SIZE 
OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
Small District 
36 
37 
37 
38 
39 
43 
45 
46 
47 
Me;;;- : 40. 9 
Medium District 
34 
38 
43 
43 
44 
45 
49 
51 
53 
Mean: 44.4 
Average Age of All Superintendents 
Interviewed 
45.3 
TABLE 14 
Large District 
44 
46 
47 
48 
49 
49 
53 
55 
63 
Mffn' : 50.4 
AGE LISTI?«; OF SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS INTERVIEWED BY SIZE 
OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
SM& 11 District 
34 
36 
36 
36 
38 
38 
39 
40 
42 
Mean': 37.7 
Medium District 
35 
38 
39 
39 
40 
40 
41 
42 
51 
Mean : 45.5 
Average Age of All School Board 
Presidents Interviewed 
37.9 
Large District 
29 
34 
34 
35 
35 
36 
37 
38 
41 
Mean • 35.4 
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Living Status 
All of the superintendents and school board presidents interviewed in-
dicated that they belong to the category of home owners. One of the conclu-
sions that can be drawn from this factor concerning superintendents and school 
board presidents is that as home owners they are demonstrating an intent to 
establish long term residence in the area or at least create the image of 
stability within an area or community. According to Dr. Stanley Mularz, 
research into demographic factors related to budgeting money, debt measures, 
and self-perceptions of one's honesty and reliability indicate that home 
owners belong to the category of professionals who demonstrate above average 
ability to budget personal and family expenditures, and the best performance i 
paying bills promptly. 1 Home ownership seems to indicate that school superin-
tends and school board presidents are highly responsible, conservative in mone 
matters, and good citizens of the community in which residence is e1tablished. 
Total Number of Years Employed as Superintendent. 
Respondents from the superintendents' category were asked to indicate t 
total number of years served as superintendent in the present districts and 
all other school districts combined. The average combined length of service 
that superintendents served as chief school administrators is seven years. 
Approxinmtely two-thirds of the superintendents in the study have held the 
position of the superintendency in no other school district than the one in 
1stanley L. Mularz, "Implications of Leadership Style and Goal Setting o 
Leadership Processes As Perceived by School Superintendents" (Unpublished Ed.D 
dissertation, Loyola University, 1971), p. 249. 
131 
which they are presently employed. 
The data indicate that the superintendents in suburban Cook County are 
experienced as superintendents and in general leas likely to re-locate from 
one school district to another. It may be concluded that when changes are 
initiated in a school district, the superintendent will usually he in the 
community long enough to work out the "bugs" and be available to answer to the 
school board as to the success or failure of the change. It therefore appears 
that the superintendents in suburban Cook County are more on the conservative 
side and less likely to experiment. 
In the small school districts the average length of service for the 
superintendent is 9 years of service compared to an average of 5 years of 
service in the large districts. In the large school districts the superinten-
dents have an average of 6 years experience as superintendents in other school 
districts prior to accepting their present positions. The mediuv size school 
districts seem to hold an average of 7 years of experience for their superinte -
dents. 
Thu~ it appears that the superintendents of the large school districts 
move from one school district to another with more frequency than do the 
superintendents of small or medium size districts and are probably more willin 
to come into a school district, make changes, and move on to more self-
gratifying positions. 
Number of Years Served on the School Board 
The interviews with the presidents of the school boards were conducted 
during the months of July and August, 1971. All but two of the twenty-seven 
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respondents were duly appointed for the first time as presidents of their 
school bo,:irds in April of the same year and thus had served in the capncity of 
school bo:1rd presidents for less than six 'nonths at the ti'lle the interviews 
were conducted. (School board members in the State of Illinoi.s are elected on 
2 the second Saturday in April of each year.) The other two respondents were 
serving their second consecutive terms as presidents of their respective 
school boards. Under Illinois law, school boards ~ust reorganize every year; 
the snme school board president and/or secretary may, however, be appointed 
for two or more consecutive years. 3 
The average number of years served by respondents on the school board wa 
3.4 years. Over half of the respondents had already served a 3 year or a 1 
year term on the school board and were re-elected for their second terms. 
No school board president interviewed has less than 2.5 years of service 
on the school board. TableXV on the following page lists the years of service 
of the school board presidents interviewed by the size of their respective 
school districts. 
From the data there does not appear to be a pattern as to the size of the 
school district and the length of time served on the school board by the board 
president. All of the school board presidents interviewed are experienced 
school board members; they hold definite opinions as to their roles on the 
2 School Code of Illinois, Compiled by N. E. Hutson, Lega 1 Advisor. 
Springfield, IllinoIS: Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
1965. p. 87. 
3 Ibid., p. 90. 
Length of 
Service 
0-1 
1-2 
2-3 
3-4 
4-5 
5-6 
6-7 
Total 
TABLE 15 
TarAL NUMBER OF YEARS SERVED ON THE SCHOOL BOARD BY 
SCHOOL BOARD PRESIDENTS 
Small Medium Large 
District District District 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
4 4 4 
4 2 3 
1 2 1 
0 1 1 
0 0 0 
9 9 9 
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Total 
0 
0 
12 
9 
4 
2 
0 
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school board as well as to the functions of the superintendent of schools. 
The school board presidents are a more recent product of the nation's 
school systems because of their age, than the school superintendents. Althoug 
the school board presidents do not possess the specialization required of a 
chief school administrator, the interviews with the board presidents indicate 
that they have a penetrating perception and depth of knowledge of current 
student problems and needs which should become the target of curricular in-
novation. Their educational level attests to this evaluative competency. On 
the other hand, the superintendents who are a bit older and more steeped in 
the traditional ways of curricular systems, are probably more cautious than 
134 
the school board presidents in urging the quick and speedy adoption of curric-
uldr changes or innovations. However, the chief school administrator, as a 
speci.,Ust in the field of educationHl Bdministration which includes an under-
standing of meeting pupil needs with appropriate curriculum offerings, is in a 
better position to temper and control the school board president's proclivity 
toward offering cert<lin curricular innovvtions which may satisfy adult fancy 
hut not the pupil needs. Other than that, there are factors that i.ndicate that 
there is more commonality between the two respondent groups than there are 
dissimilarities. 
CHAPTER VI 
CONCLUSIONS, RECCMMENDATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
FOR FURTHER STUDY 
Conclusions 
The influence of the status leader on a group cannot be over-emphasized 
because the intensity of the leader's influence is related to the overall 
effectiveness of the group's performance. From the analysis of the data and 
especially from the analysis of the responses to the propositions related to 
Hypothesis I, it has been determined that the superintendent of schools who 
encourages teachers to test new ideas, who supports carefully developed action 
resenrch projects, and who cc;n determine which part of the curriculum needs 
modtficntion, is accepting his educational role as instructionRl leader. 
Furtherinore, analysis r:i-: the r.esults of the questions utilized during tht 
interviews indicates that the self-perceptions of suburban Cook County element· 
ary school superintendents reflecting upon their role in curricular innovation 
are in general :.-'greement with the expectations of their school board 
presidents. Elementary school superintendents perceive themselves as ·najor 
forces in initiating curricular change, These superintendents do not, hcrw-
ever. perceive themselves 11s actually writing or developing new curricu b, but 
rather encour.1gi.ng, supporting, and coordinating the activities of the 
certificDted staff to research, develop, implement, and ev:-d uate new programs 
of instruction. 
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The cn1.1 J orlty of the school board presidents indicated during the inter-
views that they expect the superintendent to exert leadership for the purpose 
of rnotivHti ng the entire st<:f f of ad'flinistrators, specil'l lists, and teachers to 
develop curricular innovations And to improve the totn1 school offeri.ng. 
'ichool hoard presidents expect the superintendent to be a wet 1-tnfo't'ned educa-
tor; the superintendent should hsve "' current .. ind up-to-date knowledge of 
curricullt'1' trends, and he should possess the capahi 1 ity for imple,nenting 
programs to Attain goals of curriculwn i•nprove.,,ent. School board presidents 
nlso expect the superintendent to exercise the leAdership that will motivate 
and guide the members of the certificated staff toward meetlng the 
instructional needs of the students. An analysis of the data shows that the 
superintendents' self-perceptions of their role in curricular innovation and 
the school hoard presidents' expectations of the superintendent's role in the 
same area are in agreement and plny a vit~l part in the superint~ndent's 
leadership role. The conclusion from the above is that the school hoard 
president expects the superintendent to develop acquaintance with classroom 
activities and estsblisb proper roles in curricular study and innovation for 
himself and for his staff. 
Hypothesis I 
Elementary school superintendents perceive themselves as ml'ljor 
forces in initic<ting curricuV1r c.hange. 
The responses for ;1ll seven propositions were comhined in order to 
obtai'1 the riu:i:her of respo,1ses thnt were Ln ;;gree'"'lent. Fror0 the tot;;il of 189 
responses fro'' ele'.'lent:1ry school superintendents, 147 "r 71'', agree that 
ele~entnry scho0l superintendents perceive thenselves ns ~ajor forces in 
initi2ting curricular change. The rationale for ;:ccepting n hypothesis is a 
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minimum level of 66i agreement on the combined, related propositions. (See 
Chapter I, page 19.) Since more than three fourths of the responses indicated 
agreement, Hypothesis I is accepted. Elementary school superintendents 
perceive themselves as primary movers in the area of curriculum improvement anc 
assign priority to this role. They view curricular innovation as one of the 
primary functions of their positions. However, superintendents and school 
hoard presidents should be aware that pressures artming from other areas such 
as negotiations, budgets, and public relations may make it difficult for the 
superintendent to implement all the curricular changes that will best meet the 
needs of the students. 
In order to determine the degree of significant difference of the means 
between the self-perceptions of superintendents and the expectations of school 
board presidents as related to the propositions of Hypothesis I, a ! ratio of 
1.78 with twelve degrees of fTeedom was computed. There is no significant 
difference between means at the .01 level. Superintendents and school board 
presidents generally agree that the elementary school superintendent is the 
major force in initiating curricular innovation. 
Hypothesis II 
School board presidents expect curricular change and innovation to 
originate in the superintendent's office. 
Of the 162 possible responses from school board presidents, 127 or 78.4i 
are in agreement with the six propositions related to Hypothesis 11. 
Hypothesis II is accepted. School board presidents expect the superintendent 
to give guidance and direction to his staff in matters of the instructional 
program (e.g. identifying areas of need, working with outside consultants, 
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and being able to understand and realize the effective implementation of 
suggestions.) The data suggest that the superintendent is the one who is 
expected to exert the leadership in order that changes in the curriculum can 
occur. School board presidents expect the superintendent to be informed on all 
matters relating to curriculum. 
It is further implied from the data that the superintendent's function i~ 
to provide the best educational opportunities possible for the pupils of his 
community. Seventy-eight per cent of the school board presidents interviewed 
expect the superintendent to be the leader of teachers in the affairs that are 
directly related to teaching. School board presidents expect the superinten-
dent to lead teachers in the improvement of teaching methods and content. 
During the interviews, however, no school board president suggested specific 
programs, such as the implementation of team teaching, multi-unit elementary 
schools, or multi-grading. 
Comparing the responses of board presidents with the responses of 
elementary school superintendents, board presidents and superintendents are in 
agreement with the first four propositions related to Hypothesis II. Accordina 
to these four propositions, the vorkin1 relationship between the two groups is 
one which is marked with harmony and agreement. As a result. the goals and 
objectives of the respective school districts have a greater possibility of 
being attained in an efficient and expedient fashion provided that the 
necelsary talent is present. 
The data from proposition 5 of Hypothesis II indicate that school board 
presidents' expectations differ from the perceptions of superintendents as to 
whether curricular innovation can occur if the superintendent does not exert 
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leadership in this area. Seventy-four per cent of the school board presidents 
agree that the superintendent's leadership is essential to curricular innova-
tion; only 44.4% of the superintendents agree that this statement is true. 
An apparent conflict exists between the expected influence resulting 
from the superintendent's leadership if curricular innovations are to be 
realized and the superintendents' self-perceptions of this influence. The 
following steps may be taken to resolve this confl:~t: 1) to improve the 
two-way communication process between the school hoard president and the 
superintendent with regard to lendership in curricular innovation; and 2) to 
create a curriculum council with community, parent, teacher, and staff 
involvement and participation. 
Hypothesis III 
Elementary school superintendents perceive their roles in initiating 
curricular innovations as being in harmony with school board policy. 
Of the 108 possible responses from elementary school superintendents to 
the four propositions related to Hypothesis III, 97 are in agreement. Ninety 
per cent of the superintendents interviewed agree that elementary school super· 
intendants perceive their role in initiating curricular innovation as being in 
harmony with school board policy. Hypothesis III is accepted. From the data 
it is apparent that elementary school superintendents in suburban Cook County 
generally perceive themselves as developing curriculum in accord with the 
policies established by their respective school boards. 
Of the 108 possible responses from school board presidents to the four 
propositions related to Hypothesis III, 90 are in agre~nent. Thus, 83.3'%. of 
the school hoard presidents interviewed agree that their elementary school 
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superintendents implement curricular innovation with school board approval. 
This approval is to be construed as acting within the confines of school board 
policy. 
If both the board president and the superintendent agree to the school 
board policy governing curriculum development and improvement, a harmonious 
working relationship between the two reference groups is the expected outco:ne. 
However, if the school board president agrees Rnd the superintendent does not 
agree, the data suggest that the disagreement between the two groups might be 
a difference: 1) in understanding the policy, 2) in role perceptions, or 3) 
in communication and/or interpersonal conflict. 
In order to determine the degree of significant difference of means 
between the self-perceptions of superintendents and the expectations of board 
presidents as related to the four propositions of Hypothesis III, a t ratio of 
1.05 with six degrees of freedom was computed at the .01 level of significance. 
There is no significant difference between the two reference groups. Suburban 
Cook County elementary school superintendents and school board presidents 
view the role of the elementary school superintendent in initiating curricular 
innovations as being in harmony with school board policy in their respective 
school districts. 
Hypothesis IV 
School board presidents expect the superintendent to present a 11 plans 
of curricular change and innovation to the school board for approval 
hefore implementation. 
Of the 142 possible responses from school board presidents to the six 
propositions related to Hypothesis IV, 89 are in the agreement end of the 
scz1 le. Converting the frequencies to per cents, 62. 7'L of the school board 
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presidents are in agreement to the propositions. As bas been previously 
established, there must be 66't agreement on the conbined score of all proposi-
tions related to a given hypothesis if the hypothesis is to be accepted as 
valid. Therefore, because positive responses were below threshold level, 
Hypothesis IV is rejected. 
Thirty-seven per cent of the board presidents do not agree that the 
school board should exercise control over the develvpment and implementation o 
curric11lar innovation. They view the superintendent as having the resources 
awii lab le to make such decisions. These board presidents do not realize that 
they have the responsibility and duty to be informed and approve all curricula 
change. This responsibility cannot be abrogated, no matter how much trust, 
confidence, and respect the school board has for its superintendents. 1 
The remaining 63% of the school ~oard presidents expect to be advised an 
to approve curricular changes; the same 63% of board presidents express that 
they have the responsibility to approve curricular changes if the entire schoo 
district will be affected by the proposed changes, a:.d secondly if the propose 
changes wi 11 entail additiona 1 expenditures. The same expectation does not 
extend to the building level where a more pe~nissive approach is taken, 
curricular change for individual schools being routinely approved. 
Fr~n another perspective, consideration should be given to a school 
board president who desires more innovation fTom the superintendent but finds 
~. Chester Nolte, "Why B0.:1Tdmen and Administrators Must PrepaTe for 
Future Shock in Education," !!!!. American School Board Journa 1, Vol. 160, No. 
2 (August, 1972), p. 33. 
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~;d.:-imant resistance from him. Dependent upon the superintendent's perfor•nance 
in other areas of responsibility, the superintendent may find that his 
relationship with the school bonrd president is difficult. 
In order to detennine the degree of significant difference of means 
between the superintendents' self-perceptions and the school board presidents' 
expectations as related to the si~ propositions of Hypothesis rv. at ratio of 
1.39 with six degrees of freedom was computed. At the .01 level of 
significance, there was no significant difference in the responses from both 
groups. The perceptions and expectations to Hypothesis IV are similar without 
any significant difference between m~ans. Superintendents and school board 
presidents genera 1 ly agree that the superintendent should prceent plans for 
curricular change and innovation to the school board for approval before 
implementation. Again. there ls solidarity in the school board president-
superintendent relationship; this tends to create an atmosphere for the super-
intendent to make long r~nge curriculum plans because the school board 
president and the school board policy usually support his actions. 
Hypothesis V 
There is general agreement between the superintendents' perceptions and 
the school board presidents' expectations as to the role of the 
ele118ntary school superintendent in curricular innovation. 
Quantified values of responses were used to compute the significant 
difference of the neans of these responses values of both groups of respondents 
A t ratio of 1.65 with 60 degrees of freedom was canputed. At the .01 level of 
significance, there is no significant difference between the means of both 
groups. Therefore, Hypothesis V is accepted; there is genera 1 agree,nent be· 
tween the suoerintendents' l>erceotions and the school board oresid~nt.s' 
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expectations as to the role of the elementary school superintendent in curric-
ular innovation. 
The possibilities of a close working relationship will be enhanced when 
elementary school superintendents and school board presidents keep the channel! 
of communication open and when both groups have mutual respect for and under-
standing of their respective roles. From the data, all of the elements for a 
salutory working relationship seem to exist between the el~nentary school 
superintendent and the president of the school board in the area of curricular 
innovation and improvement. The above stated relationship should lend itself 
toward a cooperative interaction between the superintendent and the school 
board president provided that the integrity of their individual positional 
responsibilities is maintained. 
Recommendations 
A critical factor in the superintendent's role of initiating curricular 
innovation is his ability to interact and communicate with parents, co1llllunity, 
school board, administrative staff, principals, and teachers. The prudent 
superintendent is aware of the power structures in his school district and 
their concept of his role as the chief school administrator. 
In order that the superintendent may effectively exert his leadership 
role in curricular innovation, he must find ways and means to search out 
strong allies who will support him in his current efforts. Even though the 
superintendent is influenced by the school board in a manner which may be 
contrary to his professiona 1 judgment, he must sti 11 "lend an ear" to the 
suggestions and proddings of that school board, but at the same time he must 
use his influence to mold and shape the hoard's thinking toward an eventual 
2 
agreement with his ideas. 
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To fulfill his role, the superintendent must not think of his leadership 
in the singular. The nature of leadership is plural. The superintendent's 
leadership works through a set of relationships between himself and the member 
of his staff, community, and school board. A superintendent can fill out a 
term in office without continued support, but without support he cannot rernain 
a leader. 
From the interviews with superintendents and school board presidents, 
the following are guides which elementary school superintendents and school 
board presidents should employ in leading their school districts in the area 
of curricular innovation: 
1. The superintendent should strive to develop his role as one which 
encourages and coordinates the efforts of staff and community. The superinten 
dent should be the facilitator and influencing agent to bring about a 
productive working relationship between staff and community in the areas of 
reviewing, evaluating, modifying, and changing curricular content and 
methodology. A curriculum council with representation from staff, teachers, 
parents, aad community should be formed under the direction of the superinten-
dent. 
2. The superintendent and the curriculum council in their approach to 
curricular change should recognize the social, economic, and cultural environ-
ment and other characteristics which are peculiar to the individual school 
2 John H. Fischer, ''Do Schools Need High-Powered Executives'?" Nation's 
Schools, (April, 1967 ). 
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district. The superintendent should encourage studies of the factors 
conditioning life in the community such as the natural resources, population 
3 
changes, migration, and direction of social change. 
3. The superintendent should avail himself of the services of outside 
governmental agencies (e.g. the Office of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction and the Educationa 1 Service Region of Cook County.) These 
agencies should keep school districts informed with respect to new teaching 
methods and subject content as needs arise. 
4. The superintendent and the school board president should find w::1ys 
and means of dissemin; ting information on curricular change. This could he 
done through the press, radio, television, bulletins, reports, professional 
meetings, invitations to school board meetings, curriculum councils, advisory 
groups, special workshops and forums for intereated groups such as parents, 
community, and civic organizations. 
5. The superintendent should scrutinize the school board policies of 
his district to determine whether there are constraints or restrictions which 
might limit the freedom of movement to implement curricular change. 
6~ The superintendent and the school board president must recognize tha 
the success of the entire effort to improve learning experiences for students 
may be measured by the amount of change which is actually reflected in the 
classroom. Curricular innovation is contingent upon the ability of the 
3Ralph w. Tyler, Basic Principles ,2! Curriculum !.!!!. Instruction 
(Chicago: University of Chicago, c1950), pp. 14-15. 
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classroom teacher to approach curricular change with an open mind and the 
ability and talents of the superintendent and administrative staff to provide 
the necessary leadership. 4 The superintendent should develop a tool for 
measuring the degree of curricular change in the classroom. 
7. The school board president should support the superintendent in the 
superintendent's request for funds to attend conferences, seminars, and work-
shops on curricular innovation. 
8. The school board president should share in the responsibility of the 
school superintendent in the development of curricular innovation. A "hands 
off" policy could be interpreted as an irresponsible attitude on the part of 
the board president which works to the detriment of the pupil. 
9. The school board president and board members should be informed of 
all curricular innovations within the school district. One method to 
accomplish this end may be the employment of monthly principal reports sub-
mitted by the principals to the administrative staff and all members of the 
school board. Questions regarding these reports may be answered by the super-
intendent or principals informally or at regularly scheduled board meetings. 
10. The superintendent and the school board president should study and 
determine the ingredients of good leadership style which they might employ to 
motivate and encourage staff and teachers to initiate and implement innovative 
curricula. 
In the closing of this section, the following quotation by Dr. Melvin P. 
4 Albert H. Shuster, and Milton E. Ploghoft, The Emerging Elementary 
Curriculum (Columbus, Ohio: Charles Merrill Publishing Co., 1970), p. 75. 
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Heller of Loyola University is most appropriate: 
In simple terms, the administrator is employed to be an educational 
leader. The acceptance or rejection of an innovation is a leadership 
function no matter whether the idea to change comes from the super-
intendent or from the staff. The age-old advice to be a good listener 
is as appropriate today as it has been in the past. Principals, 
supervisors, department heads und teachers may have a good idea and a 
good reason for wanti~g to initiate an innovation in school. Their 
idea should be heard. 
Dr. Heller does not imply thnt the superintendent is relieved of the 
responsibility for innovation. It is incumbent upon the superintendent to 
tnke the lead in curricular innovation by: 
1. Recruiting the participation of a 11 avai bble community talents 
and resources 
2. Listening to the suggestions ~nd recommendations of parents 
3. Encouraging active participation of staff in curricular 
programming, planning, c1nd implementation 
4. Encourc::ging school board participation 
5. Giving due consideration to the thoughts and ideas of the pupils 
who are the recipients of the accrued benefits of curricular 
planning and innovation. 
Implications for Further Study 
This study has explored the self-perceptions of elementary school super-
intendants as to their role in curricular innovation compared with the expecta 
tions of school board presidents; however, the findings of the study raise the 
following questions or implications for further study: 
5 Melvin P. Reller, ''The Administrator and Innovations" The American 
School Board Journal, CLV (M,circh, 1968), p. 19. 
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1. Have the institutions of higher learning been effective in producing 
school superintendents who are :1dept and knowledgeable in the N!'ea 
of curricula" and instruction and who h ,ve the expertise and 
judgment to evaluate the work of the curriculum assistants, 
specialists, <~nd others involved in implementing curricular change? 
2. What leadership styles are utilized by the superintendent in his 
interaction with other referant groups, such as parents, teachers, 
staff, school hoard, civic groups, and pressure groups in the area 
of curricular innovation? 
3. What types pf programs (e.g. workshops, role playing, und 
sensitivity tr~ining) can be used to trAin teachers to work 
innovatively on curricular developnent? 
4. Row is curriculum studied and modified, and which reference groups 
are directly involved, and to what degree? 
5. What are teachers' perceptions and expectations of the role of the 
superintendent in curricular innovation? 
6. What are the principals' perceptions and expectations for the role 
of the superintendent in curricular innovation? 
7. What are the community's perceptions and expectations of the role of 
the superintendent in curricular innovation? 
8. What is the role of the parent in curricular innovation? 
9. How does the superintendent know if the curriculum is being 
improved. How does the superintendent convince his reference groups 
that the proposed change in the curriculum is right? 
10. Should the school board president be consulted on matters of 
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curricular innovation, and if so, to what extent; or, should he have 
full participation in the curricular innovation process? 
11. To what extent are students involved in the process of curricular 
change? 
School superintendents and school board presidents :::iust strive for a 
mutual understanding of the superintendent's role as the chief executive. 
Equally important is their ::iutua 1 understanding of how the superintendent 
operates with his interaction groups in the area of curricular innovation c:nd 
what leadership efforts are most effective in gaining the utmost in cooperatiot 
from these interaction groups. 
The school board presidents interviewed expect curricular change and 
innovation to originate in the superintendent's office. The respondents in th• 
study generally agree that curricular innovation and improvement are the 
result of the cooperative efforts of the superintendent's leadership, the 
support of the school board and the policies which they formulate, and the 
participation of principals and teachers in the planning, programming, and 
implementing of curricular change. School board presidents and superintendents 
are in accord on the need for cooperative participation of all of the above 
referent groups. It would be interesting to find out whether principals and 
teachers share in the above attitude as expressed by superintendents and school 
board presidents. 
Caution must be exercised by the superintendent not to implement a 
curricular innovation simply for the sake of curricular innovation. 
Evaluative techniques should be employed to detect weaknesses and obsolescence 
in existing curricular offerings and to discover the need for additional 
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curriculum offer.f.ngs. Such offerings rr.ay be tradition& 1, or they may be 
innovations. A cleansing of undesirable curricular practices may lead toward 
providing better and more meaningful learning experiences which will be 
instrumental in attaining planned curriculum objectives. 
The need for curricular change should be identified and that change 
6 
should result in an improvement of student experiences. Elementary school 
superintendents and school board presidents generally agree that curricular 
improvement is the major responsibility of the superintendent. Even though 
there is agreement on the above in principle, this is not to say that school 
board presidents and superintendents may not have disagreement in approach to 
curricula innovation such as the amount of funds to be spent, participants in 
the innovation, media to disseminate information, methodology and techniques, 
and finally the content of the innovation. In spite of di.fficulties 
encountered in the process of curricular innovation, the superintendent and 
the school board president must WOTk cooperatively not only between them-
selves but also with other referent groups to meet the challenges and pressure 
of a rapidly changing society for the benefit of students. 
6Shuster and Ploghoft, op. cit., p. 556. 
APPENDIX 1 
Ouestionnaire 
Section I - Background Inforrnation 
1. What is the highest degree that you have obtained; University attended? 
(Circle one of the following and enter name of University.) 
Degree University 
a. Bachelor 
b. Master 
c. Doctorate 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------~----
2. What is your age? (Fill in blank.) 
My age is~~~~~__,years. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3. Please indicate living status. (Circle one of the following.) 
a. Own home 
b. Rent 
c. Board 
-----------------------------------------------~------------------------------
4. FOO.. SUPERINrENDENTS ONLY. 
How many years have you been a superintendent? 
a. In your district ears. 
b. In other districts ears. 
c. Total years as superintendent years. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------
5. Fal SCHOOL B~RD PRESIDENTS ONLY 
How many years have you served on school board? 
a. In your district~.·~~~__,.years. 
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b. In other districts years. 
c. Total years as school board ~ember~~--~__.ears. 
APPENDIX Il 
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENI' 
1. Curricular innovation and improvement should be one of the primary 
responsibilities of the superintendent. 
Strongly 
Agree 
Agree Undecided Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 
2. The superintendent must assume the responsibility for identifying 
curricular areas that are in need of change. 
SA A u D SD 
3. The superintendent should have an active role in the planning and 
developing of innovative programs of instruction. 
A u D SD 
4. The elementary achool superintendent should evaluate curricula with his 
staff on a continuous basis. 
SA A u D SD 
5. The elementary school superintendent recognizes the need to innovate in 
order to provide viable programs of instruction which meet the needs of 
students. 
SA A TJ D SD 
6. School board members should have the opportunity to review all plans of 
curricular innovation. 
SA A u D SD 
7. School boards should have final approval on all curricular change. 
SA A u D SD 
8. Curricular change and innovation should originate with the role of the 
superintenden,t. 
SA A u D SD 
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9. The leadership for planning and developing innovative curriculum practices 
comes fr~n the superintendent. 
SA A u D SD 
10. The school board has given approval and commitment to the superintendent 
in order that he might initiate curricular innovation. 
SA A u D SD 
11. The elementary school superintendent's role is one which must encourage 
and support principals and teachers as curricular innovation is studied 
and implemented. 
SA A u D SD 
12. The superintendent should assume the responsibility for innovative subject 
matter and methodology once it bas been implemented in the classroom. 
SA A D SD 
13. Elementary school superintendents should innovate in ter:ns of subject 
content. 
SA A u D SD 
14. The superintendent should take a strong stand on curricular innovation as 
said innovations are presented to the school board for approval. 
SA A u D SD 
15. The philosophy of the school district pronotes an attitude of change and 
innovation. 
SA A u D SD 
16. The superintendent and his central office staff should initiate curricula 
that provide for the long term and continuous needs of students. 
SA A u D SD 
17. The elementary school superintendent's role is one whlch is a major force 
in curricular innovation. 
SA A u D SD 
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IS. Curriculum revtew and evaluatio~ is one of the majo~ functions of the 
school board. 
SA A D SD 
19. The elementary school superintendent should innovate in terms of method· 
ology employed in the classroom. 
SA A u D SD 
20. The elementary school superintendent should personally evaluate and 
approve all curricular changes before they are implemented. 
SA A u D SD 
21. The school superintendent's willingness and enthusiasm to innovate is 
reflected through the cooperative efforts of principals and teachers. 
A u D SD 
22. The superintendent should work closely with outside consultants as he and 
his staff consider curricular changes. 
SA A u D SD 
23. The elementary school superintendent should give priority to curricular 
innovation as executive professional leadership is exercised. 
SA A u D SD 
24. The superintendent should present all plans of curricular change and 
innovation to the school board for approval before implementation. 
SA A u D SD 
25. The elementary school superintendent should initiate curricular change and 
innovation on a continuous basis through the cooperative efforts of his 
subordinates. 
SA A u D SD 
26. The elementary school superintendent should constantly review curriculum 
and initiate change when and where necessary. 
SA A u D SD 
.., ., 
•• t • 
lSf 
<-:1rrricutar f'1TI•"1&tt.,n can not "cc•1r unle~s t~~derr:.:iMp in th~ area is 
exercised by the superintendent. 
SA A D SD 
28. The superintendent lacks the absolute freedom to innovate due to 
paraMeters established by the school board. 
SA a D sn 
29. There appears to be general agree~ent between the superintend~nt's 
perceptions and the school board ~ember's expectations as to the role of 
the elementary school superintendent in curricular innovation. 
u D 
30. The school boa-cd policy does not COl"t"11f.t the supedntendent and his staff 
to any single method of teaching. 
SA A u D SD 
31. School boawd policy states or implies that the superintendent and bis 
staff are expected to r1ake their own contributions in a manner most 
effective for the~. 
SA A u D SD 
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